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THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


FULLY SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL -_ £2,000,000. 
RESERVE FUND - £180,000 
Fipe.ity GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND Lunacy Bonps. 
Morrteace, Denenture, License, AND ConTINGENCY INSURANCE. 


PAID UP - £200,000. 











TRUSTEESHIPS FoR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. Srvkinc Funp anp LeaseHoLp 
RepemrtTion Pouscres. Forcey Transvers GuARANTER. 

HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-laneyW.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
IHUPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 

Xx ~ In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of X 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
. LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 

LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 








ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - : - - - £ 4,100,000 
INCOME =. - - - += £500,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS (1902) nearly £ 2,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - - £15,232,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES 
Wrrnovr Prorirs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
| Age | Premium “Age | Premium | Age | Premium 
| 20 | s178%| 30 | 116%, | 40, | 82 10%, 
£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 


Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 








Duration | 10 yrs. |, 20 yrs. | 30 yrs. om | 


| Amount of Policy | £1,199 | $1,438 | £1,724 | £2,067 








Full information on application to 
THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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Current Topics. 


TE CONVEYANCERS were right after all on an important point 
just decided by the Court of Appeal. Our readers will remember 
that a controversy has raged for a long time as to the meaning 
of the words “ without having been married” in the ultimate 
trusts of a wife’s fortune in a ~——- settlement of personalty. 
The conveyancers have always held that these words were to be 
taken in their ordinary meaning, the result being that, where 
the trusts for the children are for children attaining twenty-one, 
&c., those who die under that age take no interest in the 

roperty, even if no child attains twenty-one, &c. There have 
feos several decisions to the contrary, which appear to have 
been founded on an erroneous notion as to the meaning of the 
judgment in Wilson v. Atkinson (4 De G. J. & 8. 455). Those 
cases have been adversely commented on in the Soxicrrors’ 
JouRNAL, vol. 38, p. 302, and in a series of recent articles, and 
the Court of Appeal has now taken the view we advocated. We 
venture to say that it is not safe even for a judge to disregard 
the settled practice of conveyancers. 





WE print elsewhere a circular which has been issued by the 
Cardiff Law Society with reference to a change made in the 
Prevention of Corruption Bill in its » eens through the House 
of Lords, and to the measure generally. As introduced, clause 
1 (1)—the leading provision of the Bill—ran as follows: “If 
any agent corruptly and without the knowledge of his principal 
accepts or obtains, or agrees to accept or attempts to obtain, 
from any person for himself or for any other person, 
any gift or consideration as an inducement or reward 
for doing or forbearing to do any act in relation to his 
principal’s business, or for shewing or forbearing to shew favour 
or disfavour to any person in relation to his principal’s 
business . . he shall be guilty of a misdemeanour.” As 
the Bill has been sent to the House of Commons, the words in 
italics have been struck out, and considering the stringent 
nature of the Bill, the vee of this may be questioned. 

that the words were surp , for 
a commission received with the knowledge of the principal could 
hardly be said to be received corruptly. But it is important to 
have it clearly stated that the knowledge of the ay 
will render proceedings under the Act impossible, and 
we agree that the words should be restored. The other peints to 
which the Cardiff Law Society call attention deal with the principle 
of the measure, and they should receive careful consideration 
during the discussion of the Bill in the House of Commons. 
The provision that “ evidence shall not be admissible to shew 
that any such gift or consideration as is mentioned in this section - 
is customary in any trade or calling” is probably essential to the 
efficacy of the Bill. The Billis aimed at deeply-rooted customs 
and its object would be defeated if evidence of the custom wo 
give exemption. More serious objection can be taken to sub- 
clause 5 of clause 1, which, where the fact of receipt of com- 
mission without the assent of the principal is shewn, throws the 
burden of proving that the receipt was not corrupt on the accused. 
However vcsirable it may be to make the Bill efficient, such a 
reversal of the policy of the criminal law should be jealously 
watched. | > 
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Tue Hovss of Lords, in the cases of Capital and Counties Bank 
v. Gordon and London City and Midland Bank vy. Gordon (Times, 
12th inst.), have affirmed the construction placed upon section 82 
of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, by the Court of Appeal 
The section provides that ‘‘where a banker in good faith and 
without negligence receives payment for a customer of a cheque 
crossed generally or specially eS Eimeel!, and the customer Ses 
no title or a defective title thereto, the banker shall not incur 
any liability to the true owner of the cheque by reason only of 
having received such payment.” The object of the section, of 
course, is to protect banks against the strict rules of the 
common law which make the bank responsible for any defect 
in title to a cheque which it handles. The great development 
of banking business, and the general custom of making pay- 
ments by cheque, render it impracticable to throw so great 
a risk upon banks, and the section affords protection in the 
case of the collection of crossed cheques, provided the bank 
‘‘receives payment for a customer.” Now if a bank takes 
the cheque, and forbears from crediting it to the customer 
until it has been cleared, payment is, of course, received for the 
customer, and there is no doubt that the section applies. But 
SS ive Srequent_pesctios to enter the cheque to the credit of 
the customer on the day when it is paid in, and it then becomes 
& question whether the proceeds of the cheque on coltection 
are received for the customer or for the bank itself. Strictly, no 
doubt, they are received for the bank. The customer may have 
drawn on his account in the meantime and the bank retains the 
cash proceeds of the cheque to reimburse itself. But from a 
business point of view the difference is immaterial, and, in an 
Act which is essentially made for guidance in business transac- 
he would have been convenient if a broader construction 
had been adopted. Substantially, the bank collects the cheque 
for the customer who pays it in, and the question of the exact 
date at which the cheque is credited in his account is a matter 
of beok-keeping and of convenience between the bank and its 
customers. 


THOSE WHO are acquainted with the facts, and have followed 
the —_——- in the Court of Appeal, in the case of McGuire v. 
The Western Morning News can scarcely be surprised that the 
court gave judgment this week allowing the defendants’ appeal, 
and entering judgment for them. The action, it will be 
remembered, was bought by an actor manager against the 
defendant newspaper for damages for libel on account of an 
article upon a play produced by the plaintiff, which, as he con- 
tended, was not “fair comment.” Actual malice, personal 
imputations, or untruth were none of them alleged, and, as thecourt 

inted out, the innuendo alleged went to matters of opiniononly. 

bviously, then, the case raisesa very important question as to what 

are the limits of “‘ fair comment, ” in the case of a literary work, 

and whether in such a case the judge ought to leave the 

question to the jury at all. ee ain this connection, 

coxsninly dose not mean, as the Master of the Rolls emphasized, 
Ww €0 


dinary reasonable man, the juryman, common 








wo a correct appreciation of the work. To 
such a thing wo absolutely destructive of all criticism 


in the true sense of the word. To substitute the opinion of the 
jury for that of the critic, as a test of fairness, would be unjust 
and absurd. In such cases, therefore, where there is nothing in 
the criticism which can possibly support an inference of unfair- 
ness, nothing which is outside the domain of criticism itself, 
there is nothing to leave to the jury, and it is the province of the 
judge to withdraw the case from the jury. In fact, the judge must 
im_every case decide, in the first instance, whether the criticism is 

apable in Taw of boing a lbel—tn this particular cass not only 
ant the Tearned judge fail to exercise his judgment on that 
point, but in leaving the question to the jury he directed 
them in such a way as to suggest to them that they were at 
liberty, in considering whether the criticism was fair, to apply the 
standard of their own taste to the appreciation of the work 
criticized. It is not too much to say that if the decision had 
been affirmed, it would have been a most disastrous fetter upon 
the right of free criticism which has been established in this 
country by a long course of decisions. 





Uromw tis decision a learned correspondent says: ‘The 
questions for the Court of Appeal were what are the true limits 
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of fair comment on a play ? and what are the duties of a judge Ha 
in respect thereof? Now, criticism that is fair is lawful; but bot 
the difficulty is to define the word ‘fair.’ The judges have one 
generally refused to give any exact definition of ‘fair,’ but the ex} 
case of Merivale v. Carson (36 W. R. 231, 20 Q. B. D. 275) and He: 
the present case go a long way towards explaining what it a | 
does really mean. In the older case Lord Esner, M.R, suc 
said: ‘I think the meaning is this: Is the article, in the ma 
opinion of the jury, beyond that which any fair man, tha 
however pal A or however strong his opinion may be, bri 
would say of the work in question? Every latitude mugt are 
be given to opinion oF to-prejudiceand then—an ordinary set. of par 
men with ordinary judgment must say whether any fair man inc 
i ,  genenpeenpneonmce gga ee Mere sub 
exaggeration. en gross @ eration, would not make fhe sou 
comment unfair” and Bows, Leni, “A man i entifled to f+ the 
entertain any opinion he pleases, however wrong, exaggerated, or and 
violent it may be, and it must be left to the fasy to say, dist 
whether the mode of expression exceeds the reasonable limits of wol 
fair criticism.’ He then proceeded to point out that to make the 
any personal attack on the character of the author, or to impute pro 
to the author that lie has written something which in fact he con 
has not written, would be outside the limits of fair criticism. In cas 
the recent case, Cottins, M.R., pointed out that a jury have no 
right to substitute their own opinion of the merits of a work for 
the opinion of the critic, and that there is no question to be left toa T 
jury unless there is some evidence of unfairness ; that criticism dec 
is not fair which ia_used_to_make personal imputatione, ot tions, or to to 
@ statements not based on fact. To be fair, criticism must sect 
be honest and also relevant. The learned judge went on to state Cot 
that if a document which purports to be a comment on a matter aD 
cf public interest is alleged to be libellous, it is for the plaintiff to 
to shew that it goes beyond the limits of fair criticism; it not 
is for the judge to say whether the document is reasonably mel 
capable of being so interpreted; and if he decide that it clai 
is not so capable, there is no question to be left to the jury. the 
This case will probably go far towards putting a check on actions nec 
against newspapers in respect of comments on books and win 
lays. The freest possible hand eught to be allowed to the for 
onest critic. If he thinks a play is bad, he ought to say so; exc 
it would be dishonest to act otherwise. He may be wrong, and me! 
he may use language which seems unnecessarily strong to a jury, stal 
but if he writes honestly, he ought to be protected. If a critic con 
thinks well of a play or a book, but condemns it to injure the mei 
author, he is acting dishonestly, however moderate his condem- con. 
nation may be, and he is liable to an action. If he makes his ma 
criticism a cover for an attack on the character of the author, he clai 
is undoubtedly liable. And again, if he represents to the author’s But 
discredit that he has written something which in fact he has the 
not written, the critic is guilty of a libel. But in all other in 
cases the law should protect criticism of matters of public the 
interest, like plays or books, which an author by production on 
deliberately submets to the judgment of the public.” le = 
no 
ar 
Tue Local Government Acts of 1888 and 1894 have given rise to we 
many difficult problems, but it is very doubtful if there are any hel 
more complex than those which arise in connection with the poe 
adjustment of property and liabilities as between local areas, met 
whether county and county, union and union, or parish and the 
parish, whose boundaries have been altered under the provisions con 
of those Acts. Any decision, therefore, which affords guidance ise 
upon this subject is very welcome, and in Re An Arbitration The 
| between Godstone and Caterham District Councils (51 W. R. 353) but 
the judgment of Vavenan Wiiuiams/J., goos a long way to (L. 
clear up some of the most difficult questions which have met 
arisen. It will be remembered that the scheme of the whi 
Acts on this subject is that, whenever under some provision cow 
an alteration is made in the areas of local authorities which 
affect them in respect of their property or liabilities, such I 
alteration shall as between them be the subject of ‘‘ adjustment ” pw 
either by agreement or by arbitration under section 62 of the rm - 
Local Government Act, 1888, unléss the order constituting the pro 
new area itself provides for such adjustment. The object of the cme 
legislation is that neither area should obtain any material join 
advantage at the expense of the other. Such adjustment may 








be necessary although no property may be transferred or 
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retained by one or the other area, asin Re Rochdale Union and 
Haslingden Union (47 W. R. 322), where by alteration of the 
boundaries of two unions, a workhouse was left on the hands of 
one too large for its wants, and therefore a source of unnecessary 





expense. Again, Re Buckinghamshire County Council and 
Hertfordshire 


County Council (47 W. R. Dig. 114) affords 
a good illustration of how a liability may te affected by 
such an alteration of area without anything being actually 
made the subject of retention or transfer by either area. Ia 
that case the liability of the county of Bucks for the repair of 
bridges and main roads was increased by a transfer of part of its 
area to Hertfordshire, because the income derived from the 
art transferred exceeded the outlay necessitated by it when 
included in the county, and this was held, therefore, a proper 
subject for adjustment. In the Godstone case (supra) it was 
sought to distinguish the two cases just noticed on the ground 
that section 54, sub-section 1 (c), of the Act of 1894 applied, 
and not section 62 of the Act of 1888, because a new urban 
district had been created ; and as section 54 did not contain the 
words ‘‘incgme and expenses” which are found in section 62, 
the loss 6f income incurred by the rural district was not a 
proper subject for adjustment. But the court came to the 
conclusion that section 62 was of general application in all these 
cases of adjustment. 





Tue case of Frank Warr § Co. v. The London County Council, 
decided by Wriaut, J. (ante, p. 493), was a vigorous attempt 
to extend the application of the words “interest in land ” in 
section 68 of the Lands Clauses Act. The London County 
Council, under the special Act empowering them to make 
anew street from Holborn to the Strand, found it necessary 
to acquire the Globe Theatre, and gave the customary 
notice to treat to. the lessees of the building. By agree- 
ment vith the lessees, Messrs. Frank Warr & Co. (the 
claimants) had an exclusive right to sell refreshments at 
the theatre for the term of the lease, together with the 
necessary use of the refreshment-rooms, bars, cloak-rooms, and 
wine cellars. The claimants had also full access to the theatre 
for the exercise of their riguts under the agreement, and had the 
exclusive right of advertising and letting spaces for advertise- 
ments in the refreshment and cloak-rooms. Ia these circum- 
stances the claimants contended that they were entitled to 
compensation in respect of an “interest in land” within the 
meaning of section 68 of the Lands Clauses Act. The 
compensation was settled by arbitration at £2,568 9s., which 
may be taken to represent the pecuniary loss which the 
claimants suffered by the determination of their agreement. 
But in an action on the award, the county council urged that 
the privilege possessed by the contractors was not an “ interest 
in land,” inasmuch as the agreement did not give them 
the exclusive use of any part of the premises. They relied 
on Daly v. Edwardes (49 W. R. 214), where it was held that 
the bau of a similar privilege by the lessee of a theatre was 
not a breach of his covenant not to assign, demise, or otherwise 
part with the indenture of lease or any estate or interest 
therein.” The learned judge, upon the authority of this case, 
held that the claimants were not entitled to the compensation 
assessed by the arbitrator, for there was nothing in the agree- 
ment to shew that the lessees intended to divest themselves of 
the possession of any part of the prem‘ses and to assign it to the 
contractors. There can be no doubt that the weight of authori 
is against the claim, but the decision involves some hardshin, 
The lessees receive full compensation for the loss of their lease, 
but it would probably be held, following Bailey v. De Crespigny 
(L. R. 4 Q. B. 180), that they were discharged from their agree- 
ment with the refreshment contractors by the Act of Parliament 
er compelled them to assign the theatre to the county 
council, 








In tHe casE of Davis v. Hyman & Co., heard in the Court of 
Appeal on the 23rd ult., a point of practice was raised which it 
is not at first easy to understand. It is well known that by the 
procedure and practice in force before the Judicature Rules, any 
one who brought an action against a partnership firm had to 
join all the members of the firm as defendants in the writ and 





serve the writ upon each of them. If one of the defendants was 
not in reality a partner, but was alleged to have held himself out 
to the world as such in transactions affecting third persons, this 
made no difference in the procedure: the real ners and the 
aga liable by ‘‘ holding out” were included in the same wrif, 

he practice is now regulated by R. 8. ©. ord. 48a., which 
allows partners to be sued in the name of their firm, and by rule 8 
deals with the issue of execution where judgment has been signed 
against a firm, and provides for execution against th of 
the partnership; against afiy person who has Poa me pri his 
own name, or admitted on the pleadings that he is a partner, 
or been adjudged to be a partner, and against any person 
who has been individually served asa partnor with the writ of 
summons, and has appear. It then provides that “if 
the party who has obtained jcngeent claims to be entitled to 
issue execution against any other person as being a member of 
the firm, he may apply to the court ora judge for leave so to do, 
and the court or judge, if such liability be disputed, may order 
that the liability of such person be tried and determined in any 
manner in which any issue or question in an action may be tried 
and determined.” In Davis v. Hyman the action was brought 
against the defendant firm in respect of goods sold and delivered 
by the plaintiff. @ writ was served at the place of business 
of the firm, and on a person having the control and management 
of the business, and an appe: was entered by one person 
as having been sued in the firm’s name. Judgment was entered 
against the firm, and the plaintiff then took out a summons 
under ord. 484, r. 8, asking that an issue might be directed to 
determine whe one a was liable t» have exe- 
cution issued against him on the judgment. The Master made 
an order for an issue, the question to be tried being whether 
S. M. Hyman was, or had held himself out as, a partner in the 
defendant firm. This was the order a from, and it was 
contended that the issue ought to be limited to the question 
whether S. M. Hyman was actually a member of the firm when 
the goods were supplied, and that if the — were as to 
whether he had hel himself out as a partner, he might’ be 
deprived of some defence that he might have had if he had 
been served with the writ and had had an opportunity 
of appearing in the action. This reasoning appears to 
us to be fanciful, and we are not surprised that 
it was disregarded by the Court of Appeal, who approved of the 
order of the Master. There seems to be no foundation for the 
argument that order 484 deals only with persons who are alleged 
to be actual partners in the defendant firm, and that it does not 
include persons who are alleged to be partners by “ holding 
out.” ‘The plaintiff claims to be entitled to issue execution 
against the persons last named “ as being members of the firm ” 
—that is, as being estopped from alleging that they are not 
members of the firm. y other construction would place the 
plaintiff ia a worse position than he was in under the old 
practice. 


ae 








It is announced that in order that the business of the assizes may not 
clash with the celebration of the 500th anniversary of the battle of 
Shrewsbury, which will take place in that city in July next, Mr. Justice 
Bruce has arranged to hold the assizes there before those at Hereford, The 
commission day for Shrewsbury will be Thursday, the 9th of July, and at 
Hereford on Saturday, the 18th of July. 


A Blue Book, just issued, contains the Criminal Procedure Code, 1903, 
of the Transvaal (Ordinance No. 1). The provisions of the Cape law have 
been almost in their entirety incorporated in the code. These, however, 
form only about one-fourth of it, and the remaining three-fourths have 
been taken mainly from the Queensland Criminal Code of 1899 and the 
Canadian Criminal Code of 1892. ‘The new code, says the Times, in accord 
ance with Canadian practice, allows the magistrate in his discretion to 
issue a summons, the only way of bringing an accused person before the 
magistrate to undergo a preliminary examination hitherto having been by 
arresting him. A provision of the code taken from the Queensland law 
enacts that, if at the close of the preparatory examination the accused 
admits his guilt, he is to be asked if he wishes the witnesses to appear at 
his trial, and he is informed that, if he does not, he will be committed, not 
for trial, but for sentence, and that he will not-afterwards be allowed -t 
deny his guilt. The accused can then be brought up for sentence before 
any competent court. By another provision taken from the Indian 
Procedure Code, os pay desiring to take evidence on commission must 
obtain leave of the Supreme Court; must set out the facts as to which 
evidence is desired, and, when the applieation“is made’ on behalf’ of the 
Crown, may be ordered to the expenses of the accused in being legally 
represented at the taking oft the evidence. : 4 
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Clogging the Redemption. 


Ir is unfortunate that after all the discussion which has taken 
place of recent years with reference to the mortgagor’s equity 
of redemption, and the profits which the mortgagee can claim, 
judicial difference should be so pronounced as in the decision 

of the House of Lords this week in Bradley v. Carritt (Times, 

12th inst.). The principle is well settled, and was re-affirmed 

in Salt v. Marquess of Northampton (40 W. R. 529; 1892, A.C. 

1), that equity will permit no clog to be placed upon the right of 

redemption. ‘‘ Equity,” said Bowen, L.J., in the Court of Appeal, 
‘‘ will permit no attempt to clog, fetter, or impede the borrower's | 
right to redeem and to rescue what was, and still remains in 
equity, his own.” This represents the second part of the classical 
dictum in Jennings vy. Ward (2 Vern. 520): ‘‘A man shall 
not have interest for his money, and a collateral advantage 
besides for the loun of it, or clog the redemption with any by- 
agreement.” But while equity still repudiates as strongly as 
ever anything in the nature of a clog on the right of redemp- 
tion, the position that a mortgagee can have no profit from the 
mortgage except his interest was definitely abandoned in Biggs 
v. Hoddinott (47 W. R. 84; 1898, 2 Ch. 307). There a 
mortgage of a hotel by the occupying owners to a firm of 
brewers contained a covenant binding the mortgagors during the 
continuance of the security to deal exclusively with the mort- 
gagees. According to the first part of the above dictum this was a 
collateral advantage which equity would notallow. But it was 
held in the Court of Appeal that the equitable doctrine is 
really confined to securing freedom of redemption, and that the 
mortgagee is not debarred from taking any collateral advantage 
which does not interfere with thisfreedom. Since the restrictive 
covenant was confined to the continuance of the security, it did 
not impede redemption, and therefore was valid. 

But the Court of Appeal followed up this satisfactory conclusion 
with the difficult decision in Santley vy. Wilde (48 W. R. 90; 
1899, 2 Ch. 474). There a mortgage had been made in 1895 of 
a leasehold theatre, the lease of which would expire in 1905. It 
was one of the terms of the mortgage that the mortgagee should 
have a certain share of the profit-rental for the whole of the 
term. The mortgagor claimed to redeem and to get rid of this 
stipulation for sharing profit, but the Court of Appeal held that 
he could not do so. The mortgage was a security, not only for 
the loan and interest, but also for payment of the agreed share 
of profit, and hence, so long as this was payable—in other words, 
so long as the property was in existence—the right of 
redemption: could not arise. In effect, therefore, the right of 
redemption was excluded altogether. This result has naturally 
not escaped criticism. It is one thing to allow the mortgagee 
to secure for himself a collateral alitaiane which does not 
impede redemption, and quite another to allow a collateral 
advantage which in its very nature constitutes a clog upon the 
equity ; and in Noukes v. Rice (50 W. R. 305; 1902, A. C. 24) 
both Lord Macnacuren and Lord Davey intimated that 
Santley v. Wilde was wrongly decided. 

The chief effect of Noakes v. Rice was to shew the exact 
limits of the relaxation in favour of mortgagees introduced 
by Biggs v. Hoddinott (supra). In the latter case, as 
we have seen, the covenant tying the mortgaged premises 
in favour of the mortgagee was restricted to the con- 
tinuance of the security, and hence it was valid. In 
Noakes v. Rice an attempt had been made to go further, and to 
bind the premises even after redemption. A mortgage made 
in 1897 of a lease of a public-house expiring in 1823 contained 
@ covenant, purporting to run with the premises, tying them for 
the purchase of malt liquors to the mortgagees for the entire 
residue of the term. But, so far as the covenant purported to 
bind the premises after redemption, it was a clog upon the 
redemption and was invalid. The principle was thus stated by 
Riesy, L.J., in the Court of Appeal: ‘The property which 
comes back to the mortgagor must not be worse than it was 
when it was mortgaged, and the mortgagee must not, either 
expressly or by implication, reserve to himself any hold upon 
the property after the time for redemption has arrived and the 
right of redemptioa has been put in force” (48 W. R. 629; 
1900, 2 Ch., p. 457). Ifon redemption the public-house came 
back to the mortgagor subject to a restrictive covenant imposed 





as a term of the mortgage, this principle would be violated, and 
hence on redemption the covenant was held to have come to an 
end. 

It would be clearly very difficult to support Santley v. Wilde 
after the decision in the House of Lords in Noakes v. Rice, and in 
effect—though Lord Linpey was of a different opinion—Santley 
v. Wilde would seem to have been overruled. ‘The transaction in 
that case,’ said Lord Macyacuren in Noakes v. Rice, ‘‘ seems to me 
to have been nothing more than an ordinary mortgage to secure 
an advance of money, with a superadded obligation offending 
against the settled principles of equity in that it rendered 
redemption impossible.” The mortgagor would not get the 
property back in the same state as when he mortgaged it if he 
was bound to go on paying a share of the profits to the 
mortgagee, and hence the correct decision would have 
been that on redemption this obligation came to an end. 
The case of Bradley v. Carritt (supra) represents a further 
variation of the same problem. ‘There the appellant and 
defendant—in the courts below the case was Carritt v. Bradley 
(49 W. R. 593; 1901, 2 K. B. 550) — had a large interest 
as shareholder in a tea company. He assigned his shares as 
security for an advance of £2,250, and, as a term of the mort- 
gage, he guaranteed that the mortgagee should always be 
employed as broker for the sale of the company’s teas. The 
mortgage was paid off, and the mortgagor claimed to be then 
released from his guarantee, but there is an obvious distinction 
between the circumstances here and those in Santley v. Wilde 
and Noakes v. Rice. In both the last two cases the advantage 
which the mortgagee bargained for imposed a burden on the mort- 
gaged property—in Santley v. Wilde, diminut on of rents; in Noakes 
v. Rice, the burden of a restrictive covenant—and in each it was 
necessary that the advantage should be terminated if the property 
was to come back unprejudiced to the mortgagor upon redemp- 
tion. Butio /radley v. Carritt the guarantee that the mortgagee 
should be employed as broker did not impose any burden upon 
the shares which were mortgaged, and on redemption the mort- 
gagor would have become unfettered owner of the shares, even 
though he had remained liable under his guarantee to secure 
the employment of the mortgagee as broker. Hence both 
Bicuam, J., and the Court of Appeal held that the guarantee 
was not confined to the existence of the security, and that it was 
enforceable even after the loan had been paid off. 

In the House of Lords this result has been reversed by a 
majority of three to two— Lords Maonacuren, Davey, and 
Roserrson, against Lords Suanp and Linpiey—and the effect is 
to introduce a new sub lety into the law of mortgages. It is 
immaterial—so it is now held—to consider whether the collateral 
advantage claimed by the mortgagor constitutes a burden on 
the mortgaged property. In the view of Lord Macyacuren, the 
mortgagor’s shares were in effect prejudiced by the necessity of 
his having to retain control over them in order to influence the 
company to employ the mortgagee as broker. ‘“ Mr. Brapiey,” 
he said, “ could not have safely scld or mortgaged any of these 
shares when he got them back.” But even this indirect 
fetter upon them was not necessary to establish the 
invalidity of the guarantee. ‘I do not think,” said the same 
learned judge, ‘‘it is necessary that there should be any hold 
upon the property, direct or indirect.” It is enough that the 
mortgagor, after redemption, still finds himself burdened with 
the results of the mortgage. To keep him under this burden 
is, according to Lord .MacnacuTen, to impose, fur practical 
purposes, a fetter upon redemption. The judgment of Lord 
Davey is not at present reported, but in Noakes v. Rice he 
expressed very clearly the view that all incidents of the mort- 
gage must cease on redemption. ‘‘ When once,” he said, ‘‘ you 
come to the conclusion that a stipulation for the 
benefit of the mortgagee is part of the mortgage 
transaction, it is but part of his security, and necessarily 
comes to an end on payment off of the loan.” This is the 
position which Lord Linpizy on the present occasion has refused 
toadmit. He would allow the permanence of any stipulation 
which does not put a burden upon the mortgaged property. 
‘“‘T cannot bring myself to believe,” he says, “‘ that it is part of 
the law of this country that mortgagors and mortgagees cannot 
make what bargains they like with each other, so long as such 
bargains are not inconsistent with the right of the mortgayor to 
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redeem the property mortgaged by discharging the debt or 
obligation to secure which the mortgage was effected.” This 
opinion seems fairly to express all that is necessary in 
order to give effect to the principle that equity will 
not allow any clog upon the equity of redemption A 
stipulation which does not touch the mortgaged property 
imposes no clog upon redemption, and to refuse effect to it seems 
to be to extend the principle which, in the case of mortgages, 
forbids freedom of contract. However, the majority of the 
House of Lords are on the other side, and it is now settled, not 
only that equity forbids the mortgazee to have any collateral 
advantage which fetters the right of redemption, but further, 
that it forbids the continuance of any collateral advantage what- 
ever after the mortgage has been paid off. 








The Custody of Trust Securities. 


THERE are few questions of more practical importatce t» trustees, 
and none upon which more confusion appears to exist in the 
mind of the average layman, than their exact legal rights with 
regard to the custody of trust securities. It cannot be said, 
moreover, that even solicitors have very clearly defined views 
upon this point, and a short review of the principles governing it 
in the light of the most recent case—Re Sisson’s Scttlement (51 
W. R. 411)—may be of practical use to both the lay and profes- 
sional trustee. The very fact that the decision of Swinren Eapy, 
J., in Stsson’s case is based on peculiar facts, and is by no means 
exhaustive of the subject, makes it additionally useful at this 
moment to review the whole question. 


The principle of law upon which a trustee must act in this 
matter is of course well recognized, and of long standing-- 
namely, that he must exercise the same degree of diligence and 
care in the execution of his office that a man of ordinary prudence 
would exercise in the management of his own affairs. The only 
difficulty which arises is in the application of the principle, 
especially in the case of co-trustees, one of whom is perhaps a 
business, possibly a professional man, and the other a man whose 
position and pursuits make it very difficult or disagreeable for him 
to at the necessary time and attention to trust business. 
In dealing with this subject it will be convenient to distinguish 
between different classes of securities, since, although the general 
principle applies equally to all, it will be found that the exceptions 
to the general rule depend to some extent upon the nature of 
the particular security. For this purpose trust securities may be 
conveniently classified under three heads: (1) Muniments of 
title—that is, all deeds and documents relating to the title to real 
estate; (2) stock certificates, bonds, debentures, or other docu- 
ments of such a nature that they cannot be dealt with without 


some joint act of the trustees; (3) bonds and certificates to P 


bearer. 


The first point which trustees must bear in mind is that they 
must do nothing with regard to any of the above securities by 
which they may deprive themselves of the power of retaining 
custody and controlof them. For instance, they must not, in the 
absence of express authority conferred by the trust instrument, 
invest the trust funds on a contributory first mortgage, because 
trustees investing on any particular mortgage security are bound 
to have the trust money and the security in their own names 
exclusively, and if the security is in the name of others they 
are not fulfilling that obligation: Webb v. Jonas (39 Ch. D. 660). 
In fact, if the investment, whatever form it may take, is of such 
a character that there is the least possibility of some stranger to 
the trust having the power to deal with or get control of the 
security without the knowledge of the trustees, their only safe 
(ourse is to have nothing to do with it. 

Coming now to the nature of the custody and control which 
trustees should preserve in regard to different kinds of 
securities, the first to be considered are title deeds. It will be 
at once recognized that, except in very simple cases, it would be 
almost impossible to apply the rule in all its strictness to 
muniments of title, and certain well-established exceptions are 
to be noticed. If from the nature of the trust reference to the 
deeds is only a matter of rare occurrence, the trust being more 
or less dormant, as often happens, then it is proper for trustees 





to arrange for the deeds to be locked up and deposited in safety 
either at a bank or safe deposit, or in the strong room of their 
own solicitor, or anywhere where it is reasonable to consider 
they will be secure, and that no one but the trustees will have 
access to them. In Field v. Field (42 W. R. 346) this was laid 
down as the proper course to pursue, and, if so, it may™ 
be a little difficult at first sight to see why the principle 
contended for in Sisson’s case (supra)—namely, that a trustee has a- 
strict legal right to have title deeds kept in a box to which acce:s 
could only be obtained by the trustees jointly, was not affirmed, 
But it must be remembered that in that case the deeds had for ~ 
many years been in the custody and control of one of two 
trustees, and the other trustee, without rhyme or reason, suddenly 
sought to have them deposited in a bank in such a way that 
access to them could only be obtained by them jointly. Swovren 
Eapy, J., refused to recognize any such right, on the ground 
that no special case had been made out for removing them, and 
that the recognition of such a rule would greatly impede the 
execution of trusts. It may be argued possibly that this view 
is contrary to principle, because trustees are, in the first place, 
bound to retain the custody and control of title deeds, po can 
only excuse themselves by establishing that for some purpose 
connected with the execution of the trust they reasonably parted 
with such control, and that, therefore, their legal right is 
incontestable, whether as between one another or as between 
themselves and third parties. But there was no suggestion in 
Sisson’s case that the control of the deeds by the trustee who 
retained them was, in the circumstances of the trust, an unreason- 
able exercise of the trustees’ discretion as prudent business men. 
Indeed, in view of the almost universal and most convenient 
practice of trustees to do so, no such suggestion could be made. 
Therefore, where co-trustees have for a long period followed such 
a course, the onus is, it is submitted, on the trustee who seeks 
to make a change to shew good cause for doing so. 

There is a tendency in some ana to suggest that Sisson’s 
case may seriously weaken the leading principle which governs 
the conduct of trustees in this matter. We do not, however, 
share that fear. For there are, of course, well-recognized excep- 
tions already to the general rule. If, fur instance, the 
particular circumstances of any trust necessitate frequent 
reference to the trust deeds, as, for instance, the develop- 
ment of the trust pro on the lines of a building 
estate, a protracted litigation, or anything else, then obviously it 
is reasonable for trustees to allow a solicitor to have the custody 
and control for that purpose. It is true that the trustees must 
be careful that they do not remain in his hands longer than is 
reasonably necessary for the particular purpose, and should 
satisfy themselves that they are all in order when restored to 
their control. If, for instance, they part with the deeds for the 
urpose of some sale and re-investment, or some change of 
investment, they ought to be careful that they are returned 
in due course, and that all the securities are intact, and 
they cannot safely delegate their duty in this matter: 
Mendes vy. Guedalla (10 W. R, 482). Moreover, when litiga- 
tion, for which access to such deeds is necessary, has terminated, 
they ought to take all reasonable steps to reduce the 
securities again into their control, and the mere fact that an 
administration is proceeding by the court does not excuse them 
from such necessity: Re Dewar (33 W. R. 497). But, although 
it cannot be too strongly impressed upon trustees that they are 
not justified in allowing trust securities to remain in a third 
party’s control any ty af pew is reasonably necessary for the 
purpose, whether the third party be solicitor, broker, banker, or 
anyone else, yet the nature of trust business is such that, 
especially where their co-trustee is a solicitor, it is almost 
essential that the trustee who takes the active part in the trust 
should not be hampered by having to apply to his co-trustee 
whenever he wants to refer to the trust Pe. and that, so long 
as he has no reason to question his co-trustee’s integrity, to 
allow such access is, in the opinion of the court, reasonable and 
proper. 

The rules which have been.already noticed with regard to title 
deeds apply, generally speaking, to documents of title of the 
class secondly noticed—stock certificates in the joint names of 
trustees, and other securities of that character, which cannot be 
dealt with readily because they necessitate a formal transfer or 
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other joint act of the trustees. But when we come to deal with 
the third class of securities—namely, bonds and certificates 
payable to bearer, a very much more stringent rule may very 
reasonably be adopted hy trustees, or at any rate they should 
consider with very much greater care the exceptional circum- 
stances in which it may be suggested that they will be 
justified in departing from the strict rule. For the facility with 
which such securities can be dealt with makes it imperative 
to jealously guard against accidents. It is very seldom, 
probably, that trustees will be justified in handing over this 
class of security to any agent, to he retained for any length of 
time. Certainly, generally speaking, they should keep them, 
though not necessarily in their own custody, at any rate in 
some place where they cannot be got at without the consent of 
the whole body: Field v. Field (supra). But even in the case of 
these, it may be reasonable in some circumstances, as, for 
instance, if one trustee is abroad for any length of time, to 
entrust them to the custody of a solicitor-trustee. 

In conclusion, it may be said that an unreasonable application 
of the main principle governing the control of documents of 
title by trustees would make the proper administration of trusts 
impossible, and this seems to have been the common sense view 
upon which Sisson’s case was decided. 
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The Law Relating to Injuries to Workmen. I. At Common Law; 
II. Under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880; III. Under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1897, 1900; and the Cases Decided 
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Ambler, Barnardiston, Ridgeway temp. Hardwicke, and Vesey 
Senior, vol. 1. William Green & Sons, Edinburgh; Stevens & Sons 
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Correspondence. 


Interest on Estate Duty. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I should be pleased for opinion and authority as to whether 
interest on estate duty payable to the commissioners on the filing of 
the Inland Revenue affidavit (other than interest payable in respect of 
real estate by instalments, and interest on money raised by tenant for 
life on mortgage to pay estate duty), in the preparation of trust 
wecounts, should be debited, as between the parties beneficially entitled 
to the deceased’s estates in cases of settlement, to capital or to income. 

Section 9, sub-section 7, read with section 6, sub-section 6, of the 
Finance Act, 1894, would seem to favour the view that the interest 
should be paid out of capital, but this interpretation is not free from 
doubt. I am aware of Re Purker-Jervis, Salt v. Locker (1898, 2 
Ch. 643), ** NOTTINGHAM.” 





London and North-Western Railway Co. z. 
Hinchcliffe—Railway Fares 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


_ Sir,—In the report of the above case in your issue of Saturday last 
it is stated that the defendant travelled as a representative of the 
Commercial Travellers’ Association in order to have the point in 


question decided. Will you please contradict this statement in your 
next issue? I did not travel as the representative of the Commercial 
Travellers’ Association, nor am I connected with that body directly 
or indirectly, and the association had nothing whatever to do with 
the case. Iam at «loss to understand how the learned counsel for 
the railway company came to make such a gross misstatement, as 
there was not the slightest foundation for it. I am a solicitor 
wactising in Huddersfield, and do not act for the Commercial 
ravellers’ Association, nor, in fact, do I know anything about them. 
A. E. T. HINCHCLIFFE. 
13, Westgate, Huddersfield, May 13. 








Sir Francis Jeune is stated to be suffering from an affection of the leg 
which necessitates rest and treatment. He is likely to resume his 
duties in court in the course of a few days. 





Points to be Noted: 


Company Law. 


Meeting Seconding Demand for a Poll.—In companies with a — 
small number of members a poll is sometimes demandable by one 
member, and where Table A, clause 42, is excluded, and the articles 


are silent, probably a single member may demand a poll: see Reg. 
¥, Wimbleron L tat Toard (30 W. R. 402, 8 Q. BUD. 459). By 
Schedule III., r. 6, to the Public Health Act, 1875, ‘‘ any owner or 
ratepayer”” may demand a poll. Where one ratepayer demanded a 
poll and another seconded it ‘if necessary,” and the meeting 
separated, and then the first demander withdrew his demand, it was - 
held that the seconding amounted to a second demand for a poll, and i 
that a poll ought Id. Semble, that after the meeting © 
had come to an end the first demand could not be legally withdrawn. 

Rex v. Mayor oF Dover (Div. Court, Feb. 17) (1908, 1 K. B. 
668), 

Debenture Stock Deed Subsequent Conveyance—Stamps.—A 
company, by its debenture stock deed, acknowledged its indebted- 
ness to the trustees in the amount of the stock, and covenanted to | 
convey to the trustees freeholds not then in its possession. The deed 
was stamped as a mortgage on the whole amount of the stock. After- 
wards the company acquired the freeholds and conveyed them on the 
trusts of the deed, and it was held that 6d. per cent. stamp duty was 
payable in respect of the total amount of stock, on the conveyance, as 
‘‘an auxiliary security or by way of further assurance.” Notes of 
exclamation are only omitted out of respect to the tribunal.-- BritisH 
Orn AND Cake Minis v. INLAND REVENUE CoMMIssIONERs (C. A., 
Feb. 19) (1903, 1 K.B. 689). 


Common Law. 


Bills of Exchavge Act, 1882--Joint and Sev. ral Promissory 
Note Proviso as to Giving Time to Either Party.—The plaintiff © 
sued upon a document in the form of a promissory note for £125, 3 
which contained the words: ‘‘ No time given to, or security taken | 
from, or composition or arrangement entered into with, either party 
hereto shall prejudice the rights of the holder to proceed against any 
other party.”” The document was stamped with a 2s. stamp. It was 7 
argued for the defendants, on the authority of Kirkwood v. Smith) 
(1896, 1 Q. B. 582), that the document was not a promissory note 7 
within the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, and could not be sued on as 
such; also, that it was insufficiently stamped, as it was either a 
promissory note and ay agreement, in which case the stamp was too | 
small; or else it was merely an agreement, in which case a bill stamp 
is not available. Held, by the Court of Appeal, that the document § 
was a promissory note, and therefore correctly stamped, and that 
Kirkwo rvs ras wrongly decided.—Kirkwoop v. CARROLL 
AND ANOTHER (1903, 1 K. B. 531). 
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and fully heard, and consideration adjourned sine die. May 8. 

Capital and Counties Bank (Limited) v. Gordon. Considered. Order 
appealed from aflirmed, and appeal dismissed with costs. May 11. 

London City and Midland Bank (Limited) v. Gordon. Considered. 
Order appealed from affirmed with a variation, and appeal dismissed 
with costs. May 11. 

Bradley and Another v. Carritt. Considered. Order appealed from 
reversed, and judgment to be entered for the  remmnpen the re- j 
spondent to pay to the appellants their costs both here and below. 
May 11. 

Gardner v. Hodgson’s Kingston Brewery Co. (Limited). Considered. 
Order appealed from affirmed, and appeal dismissed with costs. 
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Linley v. Wilkinson and Others. Application of plaintiff for judgment or” 
new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before Mr. 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex (set down Nov. 29, 
1903). Dismissed with costs. May 8 
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other joint act of the trustees. But when we come to deal with 
the third class of securities—namely, bonds and certificates 
payable to bearer, a very much more stringent rule may very 
reasonably be adopted hy trustees, or at any rate they should 
consider with very much greater care the exceptional circum- 
stances in which it may be suggested that they will be 
justified in departing from the strict rule. For the facility with 
which such securities can be dealt with makes it imperative 
to jealously guard against accidents. It is very seldom, 
probably, that trustees will be justified in handing over this 
class of security to any agent, to he retained for any length of 


time. Certainly, generally speaking, they should keep them, |- 


though not necessarily in their own custody, at any rate in 
some place where they cannot be got at without the consent of 
the whole body: Firld v. Field (supra). But even in the case of 
these, it way be reasonable in some circumstances, as, for 
instance, if one trustee is abroad for any length of time, to 
entrust them to the custody of a solicitor-trustee. 

In conclusion, it may be said that an unreasonable application 
of the main principle governing the control of documents of 
title by trustees would make the proper administration of trusts 
impossible, and this seems to have been the common sense view 
upon which Sisson’s case was decided. 
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Medallist), Solicitor. Effingham Wilson. 
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Ambler, Barnardiston, Ridgeway temp. Hardwicke, and Vesey 
Senior, vol. 1. William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons 
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Correspondence. 


Interest on Estate Duty. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


_ Sir, —I should be pleased for opinion and authority as to whether 
interest on estate duty payable to the commissioners on the filing of 
the Inland Revenue affidavit (other than interest payable in respect of 
real estate by instalments, and interest on money raised by tenant for 
life on mortgage to pay estate duty), in the preparation of trust 
accounts, should be debited, as between the parties beneficially entitled 
to the deceased’s estates in cases of settlement, to capital or to income. 

Section 9, sub-section 7, read with section 6, sub-section 6, of the 
Finance Act, 1894, would seem to favour the view that the interest 
should be paid out of capital, but this interpretation is not free from 
doubt. I am aware of Re Purker-Jervis, Salt v. Locker (1898, 2 
Ch. 643). ** NOTTINGHAM.” 


London and North-Western Railway Co. z. 
Hinchcliffe—Railway fares 
(To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—In the report of the above case in your issue of Saturday last 
it is stated that the defendant travelled as a representative of the 
Commercial Travellers’ Association in order to Seve the point in 
question decided. Will you please contradict this statement in your 
next issue? I did not travel as the representative of the Commercial 
Travellers’ Association, nor am I connected with that body directl 
or indirectly, and the association had nothing whatever to do wit 
the case. Iam at 4 loss to understand how the learned counsel for 
the railway company came to make such a gross misstatement, as 
there was not the slightest foundation for it. I am a solicitor 

tising in Huddersfield, and do not act for the Commercial 
ravellers’ Association, nor, in fact, do 1 know anything about them. 
A. E. T. Hincucwirre. 
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Sir Vranci+ Jeune is stated to be suffering from an affection of the leg 
which neresitaten rest and treatment, He is likely to resume his 
duties in court in the course of « few days. 


Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 
Meeting—Seconding Demand for a Poll.—In companies with g 


small number of members a poll is sometimes demandable by one 
member, and where Table A, clause 42, is excluded, and the articles 
are silent, probably a single member may demand a poll: see Reg, 
v. Wimbleton L cal Board (30 W. R. 402, 8 Q. B. D. 459). By 
Schedule ITII., r. 6, to the Public Health Act, 1875, ‘ any owner or 
ratepayer”? may demand a poll. Where one ratepayer demanded g 
poll and another seconded it “if necessary,” and the meeti 
separated, and then the first demander withdrew his demand, it wag 
held that the seconding amounted to a second demand for a poll, and 
that a poll ought to have been held. Semble, that after the meeting 
had come to an end the first demand could not be legally withdrawn, 
—-Rex v. Mayor or Dover (Div. Court, Feb. 17) (1903, 1 K. B, 
668). 

Debenture Stock Deed Subsequent Conveyance—Stamps.—A 
company, by its debenture stock deed, acknowledged its indebted- 
ness to the trustees in the amount of the stock, and covenanted to 
convey to the trustees freeholds not then in its possession. The deed 
was stumped as a mortgage on the whole amount of the stock. After- 
wards the company acquired the freeholds and conveyed them on the 
trusts of the deed, and it was held that 6d. per cent. stamp duty was 
payable in respect of the total amount of stock, on the conveyance, as 
‘an auxiliary security or by way of further assurance.” Notes of 
exclamation are only omitted out of respect to the tribunal.---Bririsn 
O1m AND CAKE MILLs rv. INLAND REVENUE COMMISSIONERS (C. A,, 
Feb. 19) (1903, 1 K.B. 689). 


Common Law. 


Bills of Exchavge Act, 1882—Joint and Sev. ral Promissory 
Note——Proviso as to Giving Time to E.ther Party.— The plaintiff 
sued upon a document in the form of a promissory note for £125, 
which contained the words: ‘‘ No time given to, or security taken 
from, or composition or arrangement entered into with, either party 
hereto shall prejudice the rights of the holder to proceed against any 
other party.”” The document was stamped with a 2s. stamp. It was 
argued for the defendants, on the authority of Kirkwood v. Smith 
(1896, 1 Q. B. 582), that the document was not a promissory note 
within the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, and could not be sued on as 
such; also,- that it was insufficiently stamped, as it was either a 
promissory note and an agreement, in which case the stamp was too 
small; or else it was merely an agreement, in which case a bill stamp 
is not available. Held, by the Court of Appeal, that the document 
was a& promissory note, and therefore correctly stamped, and that 
Kirkwod vy. Smith was wrongly decided.—Kirkwoop v. CARROLL 
AND ANOTHER (1903, 1 K. B. 531). 








Result of Appeals. 


House of Lords. 


Chamberlain & Hookham (Limited) ¢. Mayor, &c., of Bradford. Further 
and fully heard, and consideration adjourned sine die. May 8. 

Capital and Counties Bank (Limited) ». Gordon. Considered, Order 
appealed from affirmed, and appeal dismissed with costs. May 11. 

London City and Midland Bank (Limited) v. Gordon. Considered. 
Order appealed from affirmed with a variation, and appeul dismissed 
with costs. May 11. 

Bradley and Another v. Carritt. Considered. Order appealed from 
reversed, and judgment to be entered for the — the re- 
spondent to pay to the appellants their costs both here and below. 
May 11. 

Gardner v. Hodgson’s Kingston Brewery Co. (Limited), Considered. 
Order appealed from affirmed, and appeal dismissed with costs. 
May II. 

Owners of Danish Steamship Siam v. Owners of Greek Steamship Andrea 
Vagliano. Further heard for the appellants (two nautical assessors 
being present), counsel appearing for the respondents, but not called 
on. Order appealed from affirmed, and appeal.dismissed with costs. 
May 12. 

Appeal Court J. 
(New Tria] Paper.) 

Linley +, Wilkinson and Others. Application of plaintiff for judgment or 
new trial on appeal from verdict and oy at trial before Mr. 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex (set down Nov. 2, 
1903). Dismissed with costs. May 8 


(For oe) 
Me Quire », The Western Morning News Co. (Limited). Application of 
defendants for judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and 
judgment, at trial before Mr. Justice Ridley and xpecial jury, 





Middiesex. Judgment entered for defendants. May 11. 
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(Original Motions.) 

Priest ». Last. Application of respondent Priest for security for cost of 
appeal (No. 40, New Trial Paper). £20 to be paid into court. 
May 11. 

Yeatman v. London and Liverpool Ashanti (Limited), Application of 
defendants for security for costs of appeal (No. 39, New Trial Paper). 
£20 to be paid into court. May 11. 

In te The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. Shea vgDrolenvaux & 
Brenner. Application of respondents for security for costs of appeal 
(No. 24, W.C.C.). £10 ordered within a month. .May 11. 


(Interlocutory List.) 


Gainey (Judgment Creditor). The General Labourers’ Amalgamated Union 
(Judgment Debtor). Thomas Coffee (Garnishee). Appeal of garnishee 
from order of Mr. Justice Bucknill (set down April 29, 1903). Dis- 
missed with costs on preliminary objection. May 11. 

The Lord Mayor, Aldermen, and Citizens of the City of Manchester v. James 
Sugden (Surveyor of Taxes) (Revenue Side). Appeal of respondent 
from order of Mr. Justice Phillimore (set down March 12, 1903). 
Dismissed with costs. May 11. 

The Gresham Life Assurance Society (Limited) v. George Henry Bishop 
(Surveyor of Taxes) Revenue Side. Appeal of respondent from order 
of Mr. Justice Phillimore (set down March 12, 1903. Dismissed with 
costs. May 11. 

Asfar v. Strick & Co. (Limited). Appeal of defendants from order of Mr. 
Justice Phillimore (set down May 5, 1903). Dismissed; no costs on 
either side. May 12. 

MeCaul & Co. v. The Anglo-Colonial Produce Agency. Appeal of 
defendants from order of Mr. Justice Phillimore (set down May 6, 
1903). Allowed; costs to be costs in the cause. May 12. 

_ (New Trial Paper). 

lucas v. Cooke, Coutts & Reynolds. Application of defendants for 
judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial 
before Mr. Justice Ridley and a common jury. Middlesex (set down 
Dec. 12, 1902). Judgment entered for defendants with costs. 
May 12. 

(Interlocutory List.) 

Mitchell ». J. Griffiths and Others. Appeal of defendants W. H. Andrews, 
J, Hughes and E. 'T. Jones from order of The Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Wills and Channell (set down April 28, 1903). Dismissed 
with costs. May 12. 

New Trial Paper.) 

Geller ». Singer. Application of plaintiff for judgment or new trial on 
appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before Mr. Justice Ridley 
and a common jury, Middlesex (set down Dec. 20, 1902). Dismissed 
with costs. May 13. 

lewis & Lewis v. The Taff Vale Railway Co. Application of defendant for 
judgment or new triai on appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial 
before Mr. Justice Bucknill amd a special jury, Swansea (set down 
Dec. 23, 1902). Struck out for want of appearance. “May 13. 

fiodley », Rains Application of defendant (in person) for judgment or new 
trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before Mr. Justice 
Walton and a special jury, Liverpool (Preston D.R.) (set down Dee. 23, 
1902). Dismissed with costs. May 13. 

(For Judgment.) 

Roberts v. Daniels. Application of plaintiff (in formd pauperis, by leave) for 
judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial 
before Mr. Justice Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex. New trial 
ordered. May 14. 

For Hearing.) 

Dawson v, Burton & Thomas. Application of defendants for judgment or 
new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before Mr. 
Justice Kennedy and a special jury, Leeds (set down Dec. 24, 1902), 
Dismissed with costs. May 14. 


Appeal Court II. 
(In Bankruptcy.) l 

Inte A Debtor, No. 327 of 1903 (ex parte The Debtor). Application (by 

leave). Leave to appeal granted. May 8. 
General List.) 

Puulder v. Ruston (Limited), Appeal of defendants from order of The 
Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster (set down 7 
lM, 1902). Dismissed with costs; cost of shorthand notes agreed, 
May 8. 

Knowles & Sons (Limited) v. Sackville & Swallow. A peal of defendants 
from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of 
sppeacter (set down Nov. 5, 1902). Dismissed with costs on opening. 

ay 

Inre the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re Innes & Do. (Limited). 
Appeal of respondents from order of Mr, Justice Kekewich (produce 
order) (set down Feb, 16, 1908). Allowed with costs; liquidator to 
have costs out of estate. May 12. 

(General List), 


Ripley », Griffiths. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr, Justice Farwell 
(setdown Feb, 16, 1903), Dismissed with costs, May 13, 





(Original Motion.) 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and in the Matters of 
Radford & Bright (Limited). Application of G. W. Brefitt (respon- 
dent), for stay of proceedings pending appeal (No. 81, Chancery Final 
List). Struck out for want of appearance. May 13. 

Divorce. Douglas Pennant v. Douglas Pennant and Fielden (Co-respondent). 
Appeal of co-respondent from order of the President (set down May 7, 
1903), Dismissed with costs. May 13. : 

(General List.) 

Jones rv. Beavington. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice 
Buckley (set down Jan. 21, 1903). Dismissed; plaintiff to have costs 
of appeal, and defendant to have costs in court below. May 14. 

{Compiled by Mr. Arruur F. Caaprie, Shorthand Writer.) 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


MAYNARD -. CONSOLIDATED KENT COLLIERIES CORPORATION (LIM... 
No. 1. 7th May. 


Company — Suares — Reoistration or Transrer — Constperation Not 
Trety Srarep—Sramp Svcrricrent to Cover Constmperation Statrep— 
Ricu1 or Company To Rervse ro Reoister Traxsrer—Stamp Act, 
1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 39), 8. 14, scr-secrion, 4; 8s. 17. 


Appeal from the judgment of Lawrance, J., at the trial of an action 
with a jury. The facts, so far as material to raise the question for which 
the case is reported, were as follows: Tucker was the registered holder of 
1,300 £1 shares in the defendant company, which had been issued to him 
in exchange for shares in another company which had been taken over 
with other companies by the defendant company. These shares were 
credited with 17s. 7d. paid up on each share, leaving 2s. 5d. unpaid. The 
2s. 5d. a share having been called up, in April, 1901, Tucker agreed to sell 
the shares to the plaintiff, who inquired from the defendant company how 
much was owing upon them. He was told that £158 8s. 3d. was due, 
and he paid this sum to the company, and a further sum to Tucker, and a 
transfer of the shares was executed by Tucker and the plaintiff. The 
transfer stated that the consideration therefor was £158 8s. 3d. and bore a 
stamp proportionate to that sum. The consideration so stated was 
admittedly too small, and if the consideration had been truly stated in the 
transfer, a stamp of a higher value would have been necessary. The 
company refused to register the transfer, but in March, 1902, they 
consented to register it. The shares in the meantime had considerably 
depreciated in value, and the plaintiff brought this action to recover 
damages for the wrongful refusal to register the transfer. It was 
contended on behalf of the plaintiff that the defendant company could 
not go behind the consideration stated on the face of the transfer, and 
that if the stamp was sufficient for the censideration so stated the company 
were bound to register the transfer. The jury found that the 
consideration was not truly stated in the transfer, and assessed the 
damages at £150. Lawrance, J., gave judgment for the defendants. .The 
plaintiff appealed. 

Tar Covrr (Cotiins, M.R., and Srreure and Matnew, L JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. They heid that the defendant company could go behind the 
consideration stated on the face of the transfer, and if the transfer was 
insufficiently stamped in respect of the real consideration, they could refuse 
to register it. The company wanted the trensfer for their own protection 
to justify them in erasing one name from the register and inserting another 
in its place in case the alteration of the register was impeached in a court 
of justice. If the consideration was not truly stated the transfer was not 
duly stamped, and by section 14, sub-section 4, of the Stamp Act, 1891, 
the transfer could not be made available for any purpose whatever. The 
transfer, therefore, not being available for any purpose whatever, would 
afford no protection to the company, and they were not bound to register 
it.—Counse, Gore- Browne, K.C., and @, A. Bonner; Hammond Chambers, 
K.C., and (C. C. Scott. Sorscrrors, Burnie & Co. ; Dale, Newman, ¢ Heed. 


Reported by W. F. Bargay, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
Re INNES & CO. (IN LIQUIDATION). No. 2. 11th May. 


Comrany—Wixpine vur—Conrrinvrory—Issex or Feiry-ram Swarr 
Wrrnovr Consrperatron—Lianiiry or ALLOTTER. 

Appeal from the decision of Kekewich, J. (reportedin 51 W. R. 378; 
1903, 1 Ch, 674). In 1899 two brothers, Messrs, Robert and John Hepburn 
Innes, who had certain patent rights, arranged with six shipowners fo form 
a private company, sled to sell to this new company their business and 
vatent rights for £6,000, payable as to £3,000 in cash, and as to £3,000 in 
ully-paid shares. It was agreed (1) that the capital of the company 
should be £25,000, divided into 2,500 shares of £10 each ; (2) that of these 
2,500 shares the vendors should take 300 fully paid up as the balance of 
the purchase-money ; (3) that the six shipowners should take and pay for 
fifty shares a-piece for the purpose of raising the £5,000 Lo pg in cash 
to the vendors ; (4) that of the remaining 1,900 shares each of the six ship- 
owners should take 300 fully-paid shares for his own benefit; (5) that the 
remaining 100 shares should be placed in the joint names of three of the 
shipowners, Who became directors, to be applied in making bonus pay- 
ments to persons introducing business to the company. On the Tth of 
December, 1809, the company was duly incorporated with a capital 
of £25,000, divided inte 2,500 shares of £10 each, No prospectus 
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was issued, and there was no intention to go to the public with shares. 
In pursuance of the above-mentioned arrangement an agreement dated the 
23rd of March, 1900, was entered into between the vendors and the com- 
pany, whereby the vendors purported to sell their business and patent rights 
to the company for £25,000, payable as to £3,000 in cash and as to £22,000 
by the allotment to the vendors or their nominees of £2,200 fully-paid 
shares. This agreement was duly registered, and the shares were allotted 
ih accordance with the antecedent arrangement. In November, 1901, the 
company went into liquidation, and a summons was taken out by the 
liquidator against the four directors of the company, for a declaration that 
the three shipowner directors were liable as contributories for the full 
amount of the fully paid-up shares which they had received, and, in the 
alternative, for a declaration that all four directors were liable for mis- 
feasance. Kekewich, J., without deciding the misfeasance point, held that 
the agreement of the 23rd of March, 1900, was a mere sham, and that the 
three director allotees were liable as contributories who had paid nothing 
in respect of the shares allotted to them. The directors appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Vavenan Wriiuiams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vavenan WittraMs, L.J.—The suggestion urged by the liquidator is 
that in some way or another the appellants have received shares without 
giving consideration for them in any shape, that the transaction rightly 
viewed really constituted a gift of shares by the company to these gentle- 
men. I cannot agree with that suggestion. - The transaction of the 23rd 
of March, 1900, was a transaction which entitled the vendors to have, as 

t of the consideration for the property they were selling, certain shares 
at their disposal ; it was a transaction between the company and the 
vendors, and not between the company and the directors. It was a 
transaction which has not been impeached, and which it is impossible to 
ignore. It is said, however, that though this is so we ought to treat the 
business assets, which were sold, as being of the value of £6,000 and no 
more, and consequently that we ought to treat the fully-paid shares given 
beyond that price as not really being a part of the consideration for the 
purchase, but as a gift made by the company to the vendors for the 
purpose of being handed on to these directors. A great many cases have 
been cited as shewing that the court is not bound by the form of a 
contract, but is entitled to go behind it. We are invited to say that the 
transaction was colourable, that, whilst purporting to be the payment of 
a price, it was really a gift. This is a mere question of fact, and I cannot 
agree that tve ought to come to this conclusion of fact at all. It cannot be 
suggested that mere inadequacy of price is sufficient of itself to invalidate 
a contract. Todo that one must shew that the contract of purchase in 
truth and in fact was something else than a purchase. I have seen 
nothing in the evidence at all to lead me to say that the transaction was 
not what it purported to be. I am of opinion that, for these reasons, the 
judgment of the court below must be reversed. 

Romer, L.J.—I have come to the same conclusion. The liquidator’s 
case rests on two assumptions. The first is that prior to the formation of 
the company there was an agreement that the Messrs. Innes should sell 
their property to the company for £6,000 only. I cannot agree with that 
assumption at all. It was most important to Messrs. Innes that they 
should obtain a control over the share capital, and that they should secure 
the confidence in the company of the six shipowners, and to my mind 
the negotiations of the parties and the arrangements come to 
prior to the formation of the company are quite consistent with 
the view that the purchase-money should be fixed at £25,000, and 
that the six shipowners should get from Messrs. Innes, as vendors, 
such part of the 22,000 shares as had been arranged between them. 
The second assumption, on which the liquidator rests his case is that 
Messrs. Innes contracted to sell their patent rights to the company for 
£6,000. It is impossible to make such an assumption. No such contract 
ever existed. The contract which was in fact made and registered carried 
out, to my mind, the real intention of the parties, and but for that contract 
the company would never have acquired the patent rights which they did 
acquire. It is impossible to place the appellants upon the list of contribu- 
tories as holders of unpaid shares. There was no taking of shares as 
between them and the company. They only acauired the shares as 
nominees under the rights of the two Innes. Lastly, the liquidator can- 
not succeed on the ground of misfeasance. The shareholders were eight 
in number, all were sui juris, no other shareholders were contemplated. 
The company, as a whole, knew of these shares being given to the six ship- 
owners, and so could not impeach the transaction. Much less can the 
creditors of the vues grad impeach it. If they had looked at the registered 
contract they would have seen what the position of affairs was, and of 
what the company’s assets consisted. They are not deceived. 

Cozess-Hanpy, L.J.—The misfeasance part of the summons cannot be 
supported, as all the shareholders knew and acquiesced. As to the other 
part of the summons, the court is bound by Carling’s case 24 W. R. 165, 
1 Chr. D. 115). There was only one contract between the vendors and the 
company, and it cannot now be impeached. The court cannot go into the 
question of consideration. The vendors, as between themselves and the 
company, were entitled to these shares as fully paid up, and were entitled 
to have them allotted to their nominees.—Covnset, Upjohn, K.C., and’ 
Jessel ; Gore- Browne, K.C., and Cozens-Hardy. Sorscrrons, F. W. Hill; 
Burn & Berridge. 

Reported by R. R. Camureect, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. 
Re HALL. FOSTER ». METCALFE. No. 2. 5th May. 
Wiu1—Costisornt Leoacy—Aprnorriation, 
Appeal from the decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 51 W. R. 107). The 


facts were as follows: By his will, dated the 26th of November, 1896 
William Hall gave to each of his god-children (by name) who should 





survive him and who should attain the age of twenty-one years or marry 


under that age a legacy of £1,000 free of legacy duty, but without interey 
in the meantime. The testator died on the 14th of October, 1897. Phyllis 
Chalmers, one of the god-children named in the will, was, at the date of 
the testator’s death, an infant and unmarried, but she had since attaing 
twenty-one. Two other god-children were still infants and unmarried, 
In 1899 the trustee of the will invested three several sums of £1,000 in th 
purchase of trustee securities to meet the three contingent legacies, ang 
one of the sgcurities, being £700 Great Eastern Railway Irredeemable 4p¢ 
cent. Stock, was appropriated by them to meet Miss Chalmers’ legacy, The 
stock in question depreciated in value, and when Miss Chalmers came of 
age she refused to accept the stock in satisfaction of her legacy. The 
surviving trustee thereupon took out a summons to determine the validity 
of theappropriation. Kekewich, J., cameto the conclusion that the appr. 
priation was good, and ordered the legatee to pay the costs of all parties, 
Miss Chalmers appealed. 

Tae Court (Vavcuan Witiiams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, LJJ) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vavcuan Wiurams, L.J.—I do not think that in this case the order of 
the learned judge can be supported. The question is whether the trustess 
of the will had any right to make such appropriation without the consent 
of the legatee, and having made it, had then the right to say that the loss 
arising from the depreciation of the stock appropriated must be borne} 
the legatee. I am of opinion that it is not true to say that they could 
make such an appropriation and that the loss must fall on the legate, 
The question really in each case is this: When an investment is mae 
which it is desired to appropriate to a particular object, whose property is 
the sum so invested? Isit the property of the legatee? . Or does it remain 
a portion of the estate? In my judgment, if you ask that question in the 
present case, where the legacy was contingent and the legatee was to take 
the legacy without interest in the meanwhile, the answer is that the sum 
invested did not become the property of the legatee, but remained a part of 
the estate. There was no such appropriation here as could have caused 
the legatee to bear the loss or take the profits. The interest became a part 
of the estate of the testator, and, in the event of not being wanted to 
satisfy the debts or obligations of the testator, would go to the estate 
of the residuary legatee. There has been some confusion during 
the argument between a legacy payable in futuro and a contingent legacy. 
A legatee in the former case has an undoubted right to go to the trustee of 
the will and require him to invest the amount of his legacy, and, when this 
is done, the fund invested is really appropriated and the gain or los 
falls on the legatee. In the present case, not only is the legay 
contingent, but the interest in the meantime does not go to the 
legatee. ‘The executors, in my opinion, had no other right than to 
retain, as part of the estate, a sufficient sum to answer this legacy, should 
it become necessary to do so by the happening of the contingency, An 
executor is not entitledvat his own will to take any portion of the estate 
and turn it into a trust with the contingent legatee as cestui que trust. No 
doubt this might be done by the court or by arrangement. But the 
executors under this will had no such authority, and the loss cannot fall 
on Miss Chalmers. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CounsrL, Buckmaster, K.C., and Baildon; Warrington, K.C., and 
Northcote ; Clauson ; Crossfield. Soxrrcrrors, J. A. Bartrum ; Collyer-Bristow, 
Hil, Curtis, Dods, § Booth ; Edgar Robins-§ Clark. 

[Reported by R. R. Campsetr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


THE GUARDIANS OF BOOTLE UNION v. THE GUARDIANS OF 
WHITEHAVEN UNION. Byme, J. 7th and 8th May. 


Loca, GovERNMENT—ADJOINING Parishes—OrverR or County Covwnctl 
Coxrvmmep By Loca Government Boanp—Appirion To Parisi- 
Caancr or Unton or Appep Arga—Locat Government Act, 1888 (1 
& 52 Vicr. c. 41), 8. 57 (1). 

Action. The question raised was whether a portion of one parish which 
had been added to another parish by order of the county council duly 
confirmed became included in the union of the parish to which it was 
added, or remained in the same union as before the order. The parish of 
Seascale and that of Drigg and Carleton adjoin each other, and are 
part of the county of Cumberland. At the time of the order of 
the county council next mentioned, the old parish of Seascale 
was within the area of the Whitehaven Union and within the White- 
haven Rural Sanitary District, while that of Drigg and Carleton was 
within the area of the Bootle Union and within the Bootle Rural Sanitary 
District. By article 1 of an order of the County Council of Cumberland, 
made the 7th of November, 1900, there was added to the parish of Seascale 
a certain part of the parish of Drigg and Carleton, and by article 2 the 
whole of the parish of Seascale as extended by the order was to form part 
of the Bootle Rural District, and the boundaries ®8f the Bootle and White- 
haven districts were altered accordingly. This order was confirmed by au 
order of the Local Government Boma on the 26th of September, 1901. 
There was no provision in the order expressly determining the union of the 
added portion. In October, 1901, the Guardians of the Poor of the White 
haven Union issued a precept requiring the overseers of the parish of Sea- 
scale to contribute towards the common fund of their union certain sums 
which were calculated as the contribution from the parish of Seascale as 
extended by the above-mentioned order, and the overseers of Seascale made 
rates to answer the sum called for, in which the rateable hereditaments in 
the added portion of the parish were assessed, Thereupon the G 
of the Poor,of the Bootle Union brought this action claiming © decent 
that the portion added to the parish of Seascale still formed part of the 
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Bootle Poor Law Union, and for an injunction restraining the defendants 
from levying the rates. 
Byrxe, J.—It is urged that the order of the county council, as con- 
* firmed by the Local Government Board, did not operate, and was not 
intended to operate so as to take the transferred part of the parish out of 
the one poor law union and include it within the other poor law union ; 
and, secondly, that there was no jurisdiction in the county council to 
effect an alteration in the boundaries of the poor law unions. It was 
inted out that there is no power under the Local Government Act, 1888, 
for a county council to make such an order, although under section 58 of 
the Act the Local Government Board may make certain orders where poor 
Jaw unions are situate in more than one county. There is-no doubt that 
the order in question has taken away a portion from one parish and added 
it to another. What is the consequence of that with reference to the poor 
Jaw union? Unions consist, and, so far as I know, always have consisted, 
of parishes—at least, speaking generally, and in the absence of some 
possible special modification. I do not think that that means that unless 
the boundaries of a union are expressly altered it must consist of parishes 
of the same area and the same identical acres as it consisted of at the time 
ofits creation. In the case of The Guardians of West Ham Unionv. The 
Jondon County Council (46 Soricrrors’ Journa, 245, 50 W. R. 275; 1902, 
1K. B. 562), where a part of one parish had been added to another by an 
order of the Local Government Board in 1886, it was held by the Court of 
Appeal that the order had not destreyed the identity of the parish to 
which the addition had been made; so that you may have a parish to 
which part of another has been added remaining the same parish by the 
name it formerly had. That is the case here. The poor law union 
includes the parish of Seascale, and that parish still exists, though of 
different dimensions, and its identity has not been destroyed. The 
acreage of the Whitehaven Union is larger than it was, but its area, as 
reckoned by parishes, has not been increased. There are no words in the 
Act negativing any change in the acreage of the union or negativing the 
legal consequences resulting from the parochial transfer. I do not think 
that I can hold that a portion only of the new parish of Seascale is within 
the Whitehaven Union, and I dismiss this action.—Counset, Levett, K.C., 
and R. C. Glen ; Maemorran, K.C., and Naldrett. Sourtcrrors, Leonard H, 
West, for John Clark, Broughton-in-Furness ; Speechly, Mumford, § Craig, 
for Atkinson §& Bennett, Whitehaven. 
[Reported by Nevitir Tensvrt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


CARTER v. ROBERTS. Byrne, J. 8th and 9th May. 


Praactice—Morron to Commir—Exuintts to Arripavits—Servick or 
Corres Upon THE Resronpents. 

Motion. This was a motion in a partnership action by the plaintiff for 
committal of the defendant for not having paid certain sums of money 
into the partnership account with the bankers, and for a receiver of the 
assets of the partnership, in compliance with an undertaking given in 
the action by the defendant. Counsel for the plaintiff now stated that 
there were certain exhibits to affidavits filed by the plaintiff upon the 
motion, and that copies of these exhibits had not been served upon the 
defendant, and they applied for an adjournment to enable this to be done. 
To this the counsel for the defendant objected, upon the ground that this 
omission was a fatal irregularity which could not be cured; and that the 
motion, so far as it related to committal, should be dismissed at once. 

Byrne, J.—The question arises under ord. 52, r.4. There are two cases 
bearing upon the question. The first is Re Hutchings (W. N. (1887), p. 
254), but that is not really a decision upon the point, because Stirling, J., 
who decided it, considered that if there was an irregularity it had been 
waived by the defendant. The other case is that of Rosenbaum v. Belson 
(W. N. (1901), p. 124) which came before me. As far as I can remember, 
counsel for the plaintiff in that case did not press the motion. If I went 
80 far in that case as to decide that the fact of the exhibits not having been 
served on the defendant was a fatal objection, I am not prepared to say 
that I was right. I have now heard the question fully argued on both 
sides. Although for some purposes an exhibit is part of an affidavit, for 
other purposes it is not so. Thus, in ord. 38, rr. 23 and 24, affidavits are 
treated as not including exhibits. But under the former rule the Court of 
Appeal in Re Hinchcliffe (1895, 1 Ch. 117) held that the exhibit was part of 
the affidavit for the purposes of inspection. In Re Hutchings Stirling, J., 
was of opinion that exhibits were not within the terms of rule 4 of order 52— 
that is to say, that the word affidavit does not as a term include an exhibit. 
It has been pointed out to me that in some cases it would be impossible to 
serve a copy of an exhibit upon the defendant, as, for instance, in a 
motion to attach for infringement of a patent for an invention where 
a iron safe weighing a ton had been made an exhibit. Other cases 
might be imagined where it would be oppressive to require the 
party moving to serve copies of even written documents, as, for 
instance, where the exhibit was a long account the original of which was 
known to be in the respondents’ possession. I come to the conclusion 
that order 52 does not in terms require the applicant to serve copies of 
exhibits to affidavits upon the respondent so as to impose upon him a duty 
the non-performance of which results in his motion being dismissed for 
Imegularity. At the same time the meaning of the rules is that the re- 
spondent should have fair notice, not only of the grounds upon which the 
motion is made, but also of the evidence which is intended to be used 
upon it. And although it is not strictly within the terms of the rules, 
yet I think that in an application where the affidavits without the exhibits 

not shew the true nature of the case against the respondent, the party 
for committal who did not furnish the respondent with copies of wack 
bits as were reasonably necessary to enable him to understand fairly 
What was the case against him would be liable to have the application 
dismissed, I -think. the plaintiff is entitled to have an adjournment.— 





Counset, Levett, K.C., and 7. Douglas; Rowden, K.C., and P. S. Stokes. 
Soricrrors, Jaques § Co., for C. Beaumont Cottam, Ludlow ; Chester, Broome, 
§ Grifithes, for Weyman & Weyman, Ludlow. 

[Reported by Nevitie Tessutt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]| 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL ». SOUTH METROPOLITAN GAS CO. 
Joyce, J. 4th May. 


Loca, Government— Power to Make ‘“ Darry”’ Test or Gas—Ivcivsion 
or Sunpay—Constrvuction or STatures. 

This was an action brought by the plaintiffs for a declaration that under 
the Acts hereinafter mentioned they were entitled to make daily tests 
(including Sundays) of gas for the purpose of ascertaining whether during 
the whole of each day the gas supplied by the defendants was of the 
quality, as regards purity and illuminating power, prescribed by the 
defendants’ special Acts. In the South Metropolitan Gas Light and Coke 
Co.’s Act, 1869, the word ‘‘day ’’ was defined as meaning twenty-four 
hours reckoned from 9 o’clock on the forenoon of one day to 9 o’clock on 
the forenoon of the next following day, so much of each day as was before 
9 o’clock in the forenoon being reckoned as part of the preceding day. 
The Act further provided for the appointment of certain officials as gas 
referees, and by the South Metropolitan Gas Light and Coke Co.’s Act, 
1876, the gas referees were to prescribe the mode to be adopted in testing 
the quality of the gas supplied by the company to its customers, and 
also the locality and number of the testing places... These testing 
places were to be provided by the company, and to be under the control 
of the Metropolitan Board of Works, and the Act of 1876 further 
provided that gas examiners should be appointed by the board for the 
several testing places within the jurisdiction of the board. Between the 
years 1868 and 1875 similar or kindred provisions were enacted in respect of 
the other gas companies of the metropolis. In 1879 the South Metropolitan 
Gas Light and Coke Co. became by change of name the South Metropolitan 
Gas Co., who were the defendants. By the Gas Light and Coke and other 
Companies Acts Amendment Act, 1880, which applied to the Gas Light and 
Coke Co., the Commercial Gas Co., and the defendant company through- 
out the districts of such companies, it was enacted that for the purposes of 
its application throughout any one of such districts the expression ‘the 
company ’’ should be taken to mean such one of the said companies 
as was for the time being authorized to supply gas in such district, 
and the expressions ‘‘ gas referees’’ and “‘ gas examiner” should have 
the meanings assigned to-them in the special Act of such company, and 
that the special Act of such company as amended by the Act now stating 
and the Act now stating should be construed togetherasone Act, and section 7 
provided that a gas examiner should at each testing place make daily such 
number of tests as the gas referees might prescribe for ascertaining whether 
during the whole of each day the illuminating power and purity of the gas 
supplied at such testing place by the company were such as were respectively 
prescribed under the special Act. The plaintiffs, who were the successors 
of the Metropolitan Board of Works, had appointed certain gas examiners 
to act at the testing places of the defendants which had been fixed upon 
by the gas referees, and upon several Sundays during the months of 
November and December, 1902, the gas examiners attended at 
the testing places in question, but were refused admission by 
the defendants. For the defendants it was argued that for more 
than thirty years prior to the present date the examiners had made 
tests on week days only, and the obligation of daily testing imposed by 
the statutes had always been interpreted as extending to week days only, 
and that was the generally accepted construction; to make tests on 
Sundays was a needless innovation, objectionable as entailing Sunday 
labour on a large number of persons without conferring any commensurate 
benefit on the public, and they also relied on the Sunday Observance Act, 
1677 (29 Car. 2, c. 1). The following cases were cited for the plaintiffs, 
viz. : Peacock v. The Queen (4 C. B. N. 8: 264), Ex parte Simpkin (8 Jur. 99, 
2 Ell. & Ell. 392), Calder, &c., Co. v. Pilling (14 M. & W. 76, at p. 88), 
Rawlins v. West Derby Overseers (2 C. B. 72); and for the defendants, 
Yewens v. Noakes (50 L. J. C. L. 132), Hawkins v. Gathercole (6 De G. M. 
& G. 1), Commissioners for Special Purposes of Income Tax v. Pemsel (1891, 
A. C. 531). 

Joyce, S. in giving judgment, stated the effect of the Acts above- 
mentioned, and observéd that upon the above-mentioned definition of 
‘*day,”’ two “‘ days ’’ in each week would contain parts of Sunday, which 
his lordship took to begin at twelve midnight on Saturday, and to end at 
twelve midnight on Sunday. In his lordship’s opinion “‘ daily *’ meant 
every day including Sundays, and if the practice had been not to test on 
Sundays, the practice had not, in his opinion, been in accordance with the 
literal terms of the Act ; he was asked to put upon the statute a construc- 
tion different from the very words of the Act, and one which, in his 
lordship's opinion, would lead to great difficulties in working the Act. 
Judgment for plaintiffs.—Counser, Hughes, K.C., and Methold ; Warming- 
ton, K.C., Lord Robert Ceeil, K.C., and Z. Restren. Soricrrors, W. A. 
Blaxiand ; Hicklin, Washington, §& Pasmore. 

[Reported by Anan C. Nesarrr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law,.] 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
In the Goods of JOSIAH WILLIAM WORSTER (PRESUMED DECEASED). 
Bucknill, J. 11th May. 
Pronats—Leave ro Swrax Drarn,. 

This was a motion in which it appeared that Josiah William Worster 
married the applicant on the 7th of October, 1875, and there had been one 
child of the marriage, who was now dead, Mr, Worster was a dentist 
carrying on his practice at Newinetoy-orescent, Kennington, On the ¢th 
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of April, 1886, he left his home carrying a bag with him, and on that day 
he sent an unsigned letter to his wife saying that he was going away, and 
that she would never see him again. On the 29th of March, 1875, he had 
made a will, and was insured with the Sun Life Office for £300, which 


office had paid a surrender value. Under the circumstances of the case 
and the time which had elapsed, it was submitted that no advertisements 
would be required. The deceased was in ill-health at the time he was last 
heard of. 
Bucknt1, J., gave leave to swear the death in or since April, 1886.— 
Counsei, Newscn. Soxicrtors, Kerly & Sons. 
'R»ported by Gwyyne Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


In the Goods of CLAUD AUGUSTUS CURRIE (PRESUMED DECEASED). 


This was a motion for leave to swear that Dr. Currie died in February, 
1896. It appeared that Dr. Currie sailed as ship’s doctor from Cardiff for 
Vancouver, British Columbia, round the Horn, and was at that time 
suffering somewhat from intemperate habits and from the effects of 
morphia. He wrote from Vancouver on the 7th of January, 1893, saying 
that he was bankrupt in health and that the ship had suffered from bad 
weather and always had six or seven inches of water in her. He had 
suffered from ulcerated legs, Chilian fever, scurvy, and dysentery. In 
February, 1896, it was discovered that he had gone to San Francisco, but 
he had not been heard of since. In 1897 he became entitled to £1,000, and 
advertisements for information as to his whereabouts had been inserted in 
Lloyd’s newspaper and the San Francisco Examiner and the United States 
Criminal Record, a paper which, said counsel, was of considerable interest 
on the west coast of America. 

3UCKNILL, J., gave leave to swear the death in or since February, 1896. 
—CowunseL, Rayden, Sortcrrors, Carr, Scott, Smith, §& Gorringe. 

Reported by Gwyxne Hawt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


MOURMAND AND ANOTHER ,. LE CLAIR. PROVINCIAL UNION 
BANK (CLAIMANTS). Div. Court. May 8th. 


Birt or Sate—Omisston to Srate tHe Amount or INstaLMents—BIL.s or 
SaLe Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 43), s. 9—Form in Scuepvre, 
Deviation From. 


Appeal by the claimants, the Provincial Union Bank, from a decision 
of the judge of the Greenwich County Court in an interpleader 
issue, in which he held that a bill of sale granted by the defendant to the 
claimants was void a8 not complying with the form in the schedule to the 

Bills of Sale Act, 1882. The material part of the bill of sale was as 
follows: ‘‘The grantor doth hereby assiga unto the grantee and his 
assigns all and singular the several chattels and things specifically de- 
scribed in the schedule hereto annexed by way of security for the payment 
of the sum of £70 and interest thereon at the rate of 1s. in the £ per 
month. And the grantor doth further agree and declare that he will pay 
to the grantee the principal sum aforesaid, together with the interest then 
due, by monthly payments of seven (sic) on the 25th day of every month 
succeeding the date of these presents, the first payment to be made on the 
25th day of September next.’’ For the appellants it was submitted 
that the mere omission to state to what amount the word “‘ seven ”’ referred 
did not render the bill of sale invalid. The interest to be paid was £3 10s. 
a month, and it was idle to contend that it was the intention of the parties 
that the principal should be paid off at the rate of 7s. a month, and there- 
fore the word ‘*seven”’ must refer to pounds. The courts had held that a 
bill of sale, being a business document, could be construed in an ordinary 
business way looking at the whole instrument and the intention of the 
parties,and that if where so looked at there was no real doubt as to the 
meaning of a particular word or passage the instrument was not invalidated 
merely because there was an incomplete statement on the face of the docu- 
ment. Grannell v. Monck (24 L. R. Ir. 241) and Coles v. Hulme (8 B. & C. 
568) were cited. For the respondent it was said that in order to be in 
accordance with the schedule a bill of sale ‘‘ must not depart from the 
statutory form in anything which is a characteristic of that form” : per Lord 
Macnaghten in Thomas v. Kelly (13 App. Cas. 520). There was an alterna- 
tive meaning here to the word “‘ seven,”’ for the true grammatical reading 
of the word considered with the context was ‘‘7s. in the pound per 
month.” Bird v. Darey (1891, 1 Q. B. 29) and Parsons v. Brand (25 Q. B. D. 
110) were referred to. The bill of sale did not substantially comply with 
the form and the decision of the county court judge ought to be affirmed. 

Tue Cover (Lord Atvrnstone, C.J., and Wiis and Caannest, JJ.) held 
that the county court judge was wrong in holding that the bill of sale was 
not substantia'ly in accordance with the schedule of the Act, and allowed 
the appeal with coste.—Cocxset, Herbert Reed, K.C., and 7. E. Haydon; 
FP. 0. Robinwn, Sovwarons, J. G. Lincoln; W. Hood, Croydon. : 


[Report »1 by Eeexixe Rein, Eoq., Barrister-at-Law. 


THE PETITION OF RIGHT OF FRANCIS YEOMAN. Com. Court. 
Ath May. 

Suir —Caanren-psnty—Demcvnnace—Fractions or A Wonrxtso Day. 

This was a petition of right heard before Bigham, J. The suppliant was 
one of the owners of the vessel Haslingden. The Director of Transports 
jor and on behalf of the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty entered 
into « charter-party dated the 6th of June, 1901, with the owners of The 
Haslingden to load at Cardiff a cargo of patent fuel, and to proceed to 
Kermnda and there discharge. ‘The charter-party contained the following 
terms: “The cargo shall be discharged at the average rate of not less 
than 210 tons per working day, weather permitting Sunday and 





all holidays and time lost through strikes . . . rains . . . rolleng 
‘ not to count as discharging time. Demurrage to be paid at the 
rate of 4d. per net register ton per day, and pro rata employed beyond 
the time allowed for discharging.”” The question raised was whether the 
time for discharging was eleven days and a-quarter, as the owners con." 
tended, or twelve days, as the charterers contended. ‘The discharge at the 
rate agreed on should have ended during the twelfth day, and the question 
was whether the charterers were liable to pay demurrage for the 
remainder of that day, or whether that day was indivisible so as 
to give the charterers the benefit of the remaining hours of that day, 
It was contended that the point was covered by the case of Hacguoil § Co. y, 
Tapson & Co., which is not reported. That case was by way of appeal from 
the county court held at Cardiff. The Divisional Court (Day and 
Lawrance, JJ.) dismi-sed the appeal on the 21st of April, 1891. The faets 
of that case as they appear from the county court judge’s votes (the 4thof 
December, 1890) and the charter-party (the 24th of July, 1890) were as 
follows: ‘‘ The steamer to be loaded aud discharged at the average rate of 
not less than, say 300 tons for loading and 300 tons for discharging per 
working day, weather permitting. Holidays or time lost through 
a floods or frosts not to be counted as 
part of the aforesaid time.’’ ‘‘Defendants claimed six days for loading and 
the same time for discharging cargo. Plaintiffs’ contention was that the 
defendants had 5 days, 10$ hours only to load and discharge. Only 
question as to construction of clause in charter-party that cargo should 
be loaded and discharged at the average rate of not less than, say, 300 tons 
per working day. Judgment for plaintiffs, as I thought plaintiffs’ con- 
struction of charter-party to be right and the only construction which 
would give effect to the words ‘at the average rate.’’’ The case of Glen- 
devon (1893, P. 269) was also cited. 

Bicuam, J., in giving’judgment, said in his opinion there must be judg- 
ment for the suppliant.—Covunse., Serurton, K.C., and Adair Roche; Sir 
R. B. Finlay, A.G., and Acland, Sorracrrons, Botterell § Roche ; The Treasury 
Solicitor. 

[Reported by W. T. Turros, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


KAUFMAN v. GERSON AND ANOTHER. Wright, J. 
th May. 
Conriict or Laws— Lex Locr Conrractvs ’’—Contracr Mapr Accorpine 
To THE Laws or THE CounTRY oF THE ConTRACT, AND INTENDED TO BR 
Penrormep Tuere—Ricut tro Enrorce Sven Contrracr ix ENGLAND, 


24th April and 


Case tried before Wright, J., without a jury. The plaivtiff’s claim 
was against the defendant Emile Gerson as principal and _ against 
the defendant Augusta Gerson as surety for £152 183. 8d., the 
balance of £654 10s. 3d., money lent by the plaintiff to the defendant 
Emile Gerson, for the payment of which said sum of £654 10s. 3d. 
the defendant Augusta Gerson became surety for Emile Gerson, 
The plaintiff also claimed against the defendant Emile Gerson 
the further sum of £134 9s. 1d., and against this defendant 
the plaintiff obtained judgment. The defendant Augusta Gerson, 
as appears in the following facts, entered a defence and counterclaim. 
The plaintiff, Kaufman, in France placed in the hands of Gerson, as a 
friend whom he wished to assist, a sum of money to be used in buying 
skins to be dressed and sold for their joint benefit. Gerson appropriated 
part of the money to his own use instead of applying it in buying skins. 
His conduct was criminal in France and a prosecution was threatened. In 
order to avoid a prosecution and protect the god name of Gerson’s 
children, his wife, the present defendant, under the influence of Kaufman's 
threat and at his instance, agreed in writing to make good by instalments 
out of her own property the amount of the defalcation on the express terms 
that there should be no prosecution on the part of Kaufman. ‘This agree- 
ment was made in France, and it was intended by the parties to be 
governed by French law and to be wholly performed in France, The 
defendant was English by birth, her husband a German by birth ; both 
were at the time of the agreement domiciled in France. According to the 
uncontradicted evidence of the single witness called as an expert in French 
law, and to some authorities which he cited, the agreement was not 
invalidated in France either on the ground of the compromise of a criminal 
charge or on the ground of oppression or undue influence, or on the 
ground of want or illegality or consideration. The wife being now resident 
in England and having property here, this action was brought against her 
to recover instalments due and payable under her agreement. It was 
contended on her behalf that the consideration for the agreement was, 
according to English law, illegal und contrary to pose policy, and that 
the agreement was obtained by means of undue influence and threats, and 
therefore ought not to be enforced in this court. , 

Wuiout, J., inthe course of a considered and written judgment, said: 
The question in this case was whether the courts of this country ought to 
enforce a contract made and intended to be performed ina foreign country, 
and according to the laws of that country, the contract being valid and 
enforceable in and according to those laws, but such that, if it were an 
English contract, the courts of this country would refuse to enforce it on 
grounds of public policy or of undue influence. ‘The qpestion was not novel, 
but the authorities left room for argument as to their application in this case, 
Tlie contract having been made in France by parties domiciled there, 
who intended it to be wholly performed in France and acoording to F rench 
law, it must be primd farie taken to be governed by French law, and, it 
being taken to be valid by that law, the courts of this country would 
entertain an action upon it and would give such effect as they could give 
to the rights of the parties, as those rights are ascertained by French law, 
unless the defendant could shew that the case was within one or other of 
certain exceptions the general nature of which was well defined and most 
of which were not applicable in this case. The contract was not impeached 
om the ground that It was of a criminal or wicked or immoral nature oF 
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such as ought not to be permitted according to the law of civilized 
countries. It was not impeached on the ground that the enforcement of 
the contract would be injurious to any public interest of this country. It 
was impeached principally on the ground that such a contract for the 
stifling or compromise of a threatened criminal prosecution is contrary to 
the views of public policy which the courts of this country hold ought to 

vail within the limits of their jurisdiction; and it was argued that a 
foreign contract can never be enforced here if it be a contract which on 
any ground could not be validly made here for performance here. He, 
the learned judge, knew of no actual decision which supported that con- 
tention, which appeared to be inconsistent with the decision in Santos v. 
Tikdge (7 W. R. 669 and 8 W. R. 705, 6 C. B. N. 8. 841 and 8 C. B. N.8. 
861) and Quarrier v. Colston (1 Philtips 147), and with the principle on which 
Re The Missouri Steamship Co. (37 W. R. 696, 42 Ch. D. 321) was decided, 
and he, the learned judge, was bound to follow those decisions on this point. 
The second ground on which the contract was impeached was that it was 
obtained by the undue influence or duress of a threat to prosecute the 
husband for crime. If this objection was to be regarded as based on con- 
siderations of public policy, the same answer applied as in the case of the 
first objection. It seemed, however, to be more in the nature of objection 
tothe proof of consent of the defendant to the contract, a consent induced 
by duress or undue influence being by English law treated as no consent. 
If that were the correct view, it would seem that the law of the country 
in which the contract is made and is to be performed and the parties are 
domiciled ought to pr-vail, unless there were such duress as must be con- 
sidered to avoid the contract under any but unreasonable and uncivilized 
institutions of law—a description which would be applicable to such a case 
asthat of consent obtained, e.g., by physical torture or by the use of drugs, 
but which could not properly be applied to this case. If these views were 
correct, it followed that the counterclaim for return of moneys already 
paid under the agreement failed. When a contract, made and intended to 
be performed in France and according to French law and valid under that 
law, has been partly performed there, he, the learned judge, could not 
see any ground upon which a court in this cotimtry could undo what had 
been legally and properly done according to the law of the country in 
which it had to be done. Judgment for plaintiff.—Covnse., Israel Davis , 
M. Shearman, K.C., and Hills. Soxtcrrons, Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co. ; 
Dixon, Weld, § Dixons. 

[Reported by E, G. Stinuwett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


MOORE, NETTLEFOLD, & CO. v. SINGER & CO. Div. Court. 
May 12th. 
Disrress—Sate—Prorerty 1x Goons Distratnep—2 W. & M. Sess. 1, 


Cc. 5, > - 


This was an appeal by the defendants from the decision of his Honour 
Judge Smyly, sitting at the Birmingham County Court. ‘The facts of the 
case are as follows: A man named Anton was employed by the plaintiffs and 
lived in a house belonging to them. He had in his possession a sewing 
machine, the proper! y of the defendants, which had been lent un the hire 
system. In July, 1902, a strike occurred in the plaintiffs’ works, and they 
distrained on Anton’s goods for rent due to them. The sewing machine 
in question was sold by auction for the sum of £3 10s. and was bought in 
by the plaintiffs’ manager, who handed it back to Anton on the terms of a 
ahiring agreement. The defendants, on hearing what had happened, seized 
the sewing machine, and the plaintiffs thereupon brought this action for 
conversion. The county court judge gave judgment for the plaintiffs. 
It was contended on behalf of the defendants that the case was covered by 
King vy. England (4 B. & S. 782), which decided that a landlord who 
distrains for rent must sell the goods, and cannot retain at the price at 
Which they have been put in the inventory toa bill of sale. It was con- 
tended on behalf of the plaintiff that King v. England did not apply to a 
case like the present, where the goods had been duly sold by the 
auctioneer. 

Tur Covrr (Lord Atversrone, 0.J., and Wiis and Cnannett, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord A.verstonr, C.J.—I think this case is covered by King v. England. 
It was pointed out in that case thatthe statute enables the landlord to sell, 
but that there must be a sale to a third person, otherwise many abuses 
Would arise, It is true that that expression of opinion by Lord 
Blackburn was not necessary for the decision of the case, but it formed an 
essential portion of the reasoning on which the judgment was founded. In 
my opinion a landlord who sells under the statute cannot buy them in 
and so change the property in them.—Counsex, Young, K.C., and Lawless ; 
Lincoln Reed, Soxicrrors, G. Armstrong ; J. Morley. 

(Reported by A.an Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


CRANE » ORMEROD. Div. Court. 6th May. 

Distrrss—Sae—Powen or Barurr to Give Tire to Goons—Counry 
Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vier. c. 43), s. 156, 

This was an appeal by the defendant Ormerod from his Honour Judge 
ntry, sitting at the Chorley County Court, and raised a question as to 
the power of the bailiff to give a title to goods sold by him. The facts of 
@ case are as follows: the plaintiff had left with a man called Wood- 
ward a piano on the hire spstem, An action was brought against Wood- 
m the county court in August, 1902, and judgment 
moovered against him. The piano in question was taken 
execution by the bailiff under a warrant of distress, 
It was advert and was ultimately sold by auction to the 
dant. In December the plaintiff made a claim to the piano and 


Wrought this action, The county court judge gave judgment for the | 





plaintiff. In support of the appeal it was contended that though, if this 
piano had been sold by the sheriff, the defendant would have no title to 
the property, that under section 156 of the County Courts Act, 1888, the 
bailiff could give a good title to the goods. That section provides that 
‘where any claim shall be made to or in respect of any goods taken in 
execution the claimant must deposit with the bailiff either the amount of 
the value of the goods claimed . . . or may give to the bailiff in the 
prescribed manner security for the value of the goods claimed, and in 
default of the claimant so doing the bailiff shall sell the goods as if no 
such claim had been made, and shall pay into court the proceeds of such 
sale to abide the decision of the judge.’’ Counsel cited Goodlock v. Cousins 
(45 W. R. 367; 1897, 1 Q. B. 558). Counsel for the plaintiff was not 
called upon. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Witis and CHANNELL, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal, being of opinion that in this case the builiff could 
not give a better title to the goods than he possessed. The case of 
Goodlock v. Cousins had decided that in certain cases under section 156, 
where the bailiff was directed to sell in a case where a claim had been 
made, that in that case the bailiff gave a warranty of title. But that had 
no application to this case, where the person to whom the goods belonged 
had never made any claim.—CovnseL, Compton Smith; Righy Swift. 
Scricrrons, BE. C. Rawlings & Butt, for J. H. Neville, Chorley ; Norris, Allens, 
§ Chapman, for J. M. Quiggin § Brothers, Liverpool. 

[Reported by ALan Hooe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ) 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re MACINTOSH, DIXON, & CO. Byme, J. 6th May. 


Souicrror anp Cirent—Brit or Costs—Common Onper —Taxation —Tive 
Liurr —Orper Becomrne Anortive ky Errivxion or Trwe—J vrispicrion 
R. 8. C. LXV. x. 27, Reeusatrion 57. 


This was a motion on the part of solicitors to stay taxation proceedings 
before the master on the ground that the order for taxation had become 
abortive. The facts of the case were as follow: In December, 1902, an 
order of course to tax the solicitor’s bill delivered in January, 1902, had 
been made, the order directing the taxing-master to make the certificate 
within a month unless he should extend the time. The order was not served 
until some time after the month had expired. ‘The master appointed a day 
for taxation, and on the day the solicitors objected that he had now no 
jurisdiction to tax. The master decided against them on the point. 

Bynne, J., held that primd facie the order expired with the month in 
which it was made. His lordship referred to Re Webster (39 W. R. 535; 
1891, 2 Ch. 102), Re Taylor, Sons, § Tarbuck (42 W. R. 373; 18M, 1 Ch. 
503), and observed that, though the exact int was not decided, 
those cases tended to shew that the order became abortive. The 
case bore a great analogy to that of actions dismissed for want of pro- 
secution within a time limited by order. His lordship stated that he 
had made inquiry from taxing-masters, but there appeared to be no 
fixed practice in the taxing office. In his opinion the order for taxation 
was abortive, a month having been allowed to elapse without service of 
the order. The taxing-master had now no jurisdiction to tax, and the 
solicitors must succeed on the motion.—Covnset, Adams; Rowlands, 
Sonicrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray ; Pritehard, Englefield, § Co. 

[Reported by J. Anruvr Price, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


May 12.—Wiiu1am Lawrance Bett, of 63, Above Bar, Southampton. 

May 12.—Curistrorugr AcBert BLAKRLocK. A 

May 12.—Geratp Sorron Asnny-Darny, of 44, Paddington-street, 
London. 





e*» The title of the case reported (ante, p. 471) as “* Formby v, Lampel” 
is Lumby v. Faupel. 








New Orders, &c. 


Transfer of Actions. 
Orper or Covrt, 
Monday, the 4th day of May, 1908. 

I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice 
Buckley. 

SCHEDULE, 
Mr, Justice Jorer (1903—K.—No. 227). 


In the Matter of Kennan's Hotel (Ch ¢) (Limited). Richard Collins 
Drew v. Kennan’s Hotel (Cheapside) (Limited) and Daniel Haydon. 
Mr. Justice Swrxren Eapy (1902—P.—No, 2,063), 
In the Matter of The Naval, Military, and Civil Service Co-operative 
Society of South Africa (Limited). George Pitt-Lewis y. The Naval, 


Military, and Civil Service Co-operative Society of South Africa 
(Limited) and Glyn, Mills, Currie, & Co, Hananery, C. 
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Law Societies. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on the 13th inst., Mr. 
Richard W. Tweedie in the chair, the other directors present being Sir 
George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. W. F. Blandy (Reading), H. Morten 
Cotton, Alfred Davenport, W. Dowson, Robert A. Edgar (Manchester), J. 
Roger B. Gregory, H. E. Gribble, W. Arthur Sharpe, Maurice A. Tweedie, 
and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £475 was distributed in grants of 
relief, and other general business transacted. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
The Incorporated Law Society. 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 22nd of April, 
1903 :— 
Cooke, Herbert Edgar, B.A, (Oxon.) 
Court, Richard Vaisey 
Cowl, Clifford Horace Henry 
Brown, William Helmsley Crebbin, Charles 
Burgis, Frederic Curtis, Thomas Kingsley 
Campbell, George Rupert Allaway Daniel, Alfred Martin George 
Capner, Geoffrey Noel Davies, John Bertie 
Cooper, William Burton Davis, Edward 
Craven, Norburn James Daynes, Gilbert William 
Dales, Edward Deer, Arthur Hubert 
Davies, Hugh Vernon Morris Dickins, Arthur George 
Fortescue, Albert Edward Muspratt Dollman, Henry 
Foulston, Frederick Downing, Charles Vincent 
Gallaher, Harold Edwin Dowson, Wilfrid Cecil 
Gray, Richard Whitmarsh, B.A. Duff, Samuel Hugh 

(Oxon.) Duncan, Ernest Bolton 
Gretton, John Edgington, Albert Henry 
Hampson, William Holland Edmunds, Frank Trevett 
Hollick, Roland Edwards, Samuel Owen 
Hughes, Trevor Charles Ellison, Arthur Stephenson 
Kingswell, Frank Alford Evans, Martin 
Knowles, Thomas Edward Falkner, Henry Frederic Noel 
Morris, Stanley Farbrotber, Arthur Frederick 
Pullon, John Robertson Farrar, Campbell Weston 
Richardson, James Henry Finch, John Douglas, B.A. (Camb.) 
Shee, Angus Fortune, Harold Wilson 
Shrimpton, George Ernest French, Daniel Bartle 
Smith, Walter Leslie Furness, William 
Squires, Frederic Charles George, Alfred Otway, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Sutcliffe, Harry Gerrard, Herbert Lawton 
Walker, Miles Rainforth Gilbert, Thomas Norman 
Walton, Henry Featherstone Godfree, Leslie Allison 
Wills, Geoffrey (rodfrey, Cecil Arnold 
Woodgate, Frank Messenger Goffey, William 
Wright, Edmund Green, Albert Robert 
Gregory, Francis Puleston 
Griffith, Samuel 
Grimshaw, Thomas Nicholas 
Groves, Evelyn Conway 
Grundy, Arthur Edward 
Halford, Henry Francis Gordon 
Berry, Thomas Algernon Scholes Hall, Frederick Edward Ernest John 
Birley, Joseph Hornby Hall- Wright, James Francis Elling- 
Blair, Harrison Macdonald, B.A. ton 

(Camb.) Hannam-Clark, Theodore 
Blaker, Harold Montagu Harding, Charles Francis 
Blatch, Charles Beamish Harraway, Hugh Vincent 
Boutflower, John Crewe, B.A. (Oxon.) Harris, William Walter 
Bowring, Frank Harvey, B.A. (Oxon.) Harriss, Clare Fordham 


Finest Crass, 
Arnold, Bertram Walter 
Brooke, Louis 


Secoxp Crass. 
Agate, Sydney Evershed 
Alderson, Alan Stuart 
Argent, Herbert Thompson 
Arnold, Matthew 


Brassey, John Hatch, Percy 
Brighouse, Samuel Herbert, Ronald Young, B.A. 
Burton, Frederick Arthur (Oxon.) 


Hill, Edward Harold 

Hind, Alfred Ernest, B.A. (Camb. ) 
Holmes, Frederick 

Ivens, Francis Burdett 

Jarvis, George Frederick Jervaulx 
Jenkins, John Henry 


Butler, Walter 

Cahill, William Henry 
Cardinall, Edward Jolin Herbert 
Carnt, Sydney George 

Carson, Thomas Wright 
Carthew, George Leopold 


, Richard Jenkins, Martin Gwyn 
Percy Herbert Jones, Charles Ruthven 
, Frederick Charles Jones, Donald Appleford 


Churchill, Frederick Herbert John Jones, William Alfred 
Salisbury, B.A. (Camb.) Jordan, William Crauford 
Clay, Frederic Harden, B.A. (Camb.) Kearns, John Henry 


Clowes, Reginald Kennedy, William 
Collins, Henry Aikeroyde Kent, Frederick Briggs 
Collins, Philip, King, Richard Henry 
Consterdme - Chadwick, Robert Kirk, Charles Gordon 


Knee, George Creasey 


Lambert, Dudley Davies Scott, Francis Cecil 

Leach, Charles Ernest Sewell, Algernon Percy, B.A, 
Lees, William Donald, B.A.(Camb.) (Camb.) 

Lewis, Ernest North, B.A. (Oxon.) Smith, Alfred William Exton, B.A, 
Lister, John Venning, B.A.(Camb.) (Camb.) 

Lumb, Joseph William Snell, Harold Saxon, B.A. (Camb.) 
Maddocks, William Snow, Henry Barnard 

March, Septimus Arthur Sparrow, Cyril Wellesley 

Marshall, George Sims Stirling, Frederick, B.A. (Camb.) 
Martyn, Harold Rawlings Strick, Edward Talfourd 

Mitchell, Albert Jeffery Suckling, Cornelius Vincent 
Moffat, Alexander Alfred Symons, Albert Henry 

Morgan, Herbert William, B.A. Tarbet, Claud Edward, B.A. (Camb,) 
(Oxon.) Tarleton, Frank 

Morgan, John Lewis Tatham, Ralph Perceval 

Morris, Frederick George Carnac Taylor, Raymond Seaton 

Nye, Frederick Harry Taylor, Wilfrid 

Odell, Alexander Joseph Tench, Richard Astley 

Parkin, William Pattinson Thurland, Francis Edward 

Peters, Henry Ryding Tiddeman, Paul Burrell 

Phillips, Thomas Walter Ewart Tunbridge, Norley Frederick 
Pickford, Anthony Frederick Ing- Turner, John Leigh 

ham Vaughan, Frederick Henry, B.A. 
Platt, Frank Arthur (Oxon. ) 

Preeston, Philip Southwell Walker, Harold 

Price, Jesse Armitage Warder, William Elim 

Reed, Andrew Gordon Whitehorn, William Joseph 
Reyner, Basil St. John Bishop Williams, John 

Ritchie, William Thackeray Denis, Witts, George Bourne 

B.A. (Oxon.) Woodcock, Francis Percy, B.A. 
Roberts, Joseph (Camb.) 

Roberts, Richard Woods, Raymond Wybrow 
Rodenhurst, Vincent William Wootton, Frank Stanley 
Roderick, Thomas Malet Vaughan Wright, Edmund Lancelot 
Rogers, Charles Stuart Anderson Young, Byron William Douglas, 
Russell, Spencer Cowper B.A. (Oxon.) 


Nr 


Fivat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held®0n the 20th and 21st of April, 


1903 :-— 


Ashton, George Frederick 
jailey, Arthur Samuel ”' 
Barnsley, Godfrey, B.A. (@xon.) 
Bird, William Charles 
Bisgood, Bertram Lewis 
Blackmore, Louis Augustine 
Bostock, Frank Searle 
Buttle, William Francis 
Cardew, Cornelius Seton 
Carter, Maurice Frederic 
Castle, Trevor Moulder, Victor Joseph 
Chambers, Ernest Harold Jabez Nadin, Trafford, B.A. (Camb.) 
Clinton-Baker, John Hugh, B.A. Newington, Herbert Archer Hayes, 
(Oxon.) B.A. (Camb.) 
Clough, George Nicholls, Edmund 
Cockburn, John Geddes Hunter, Norton, Percy Goodall 
B.A. (Oxon.) Owen, James Cecil 
Cooke, John Kemp Parker, Joseph Wilkins 
Coombe, Charles Stanley Parr, William Noél 
Pg John Edwin Parsons, Henry Alexander 
Cox, Christopher Bowman Partington, Adam 
Creed, Herbert Bricknell Partridge, Percival Walter 
Crow, Richard George Paver Pawlyn, Alfred Conrad 
Dauncey, Legh Richmond Peck, Geoffrey Musgrave 
Davis, Hyam Penman, Thomas, J.A., LL.B. 
Ennion, Edgar Rowland (Camb.) 
Foord-Kelsey, William Beverly Potter, Edward Bentley 
Ford, Paul Barnard Priestly, Wilfred 
Foster, Harold Martin Richards, Henry Hooper 
Fowler, George Herbert Roberts, Edmund Charles 
Fowler, John Anderson, B.A. Satchwell, Percy Henry 
Oxon.) Scott, Walter Gilbert 
French, William Douglas, B.A. Sergeant, Edward Guthlac 
(Camb.) Sinclair, James Ellis Hammond 
Gardiner, John Heury Staniland, Geoffrey 
Gardner, Charles Frederick Stevens, George Hunt 
Giles, Arthur Crawley Stiles, Edgar Watson 
Grey, Samuel John Tatton, Ernest John 
Giwatkin, Frederick Ambrose Staple- Thompson, John Lord 
Tyabjee, Shumsoodiu Abbas 
aterworth, Charles Worsley 
Webb, Edward Sidney Francis 
Heddon, Christopher Henry Westbrook, Herbert James 
Holborow, Arthur Conrad Whitehouse, Arthur Hilder 
Homer, John Keelinge, M.A. Wight, Reginald 
Williams, Charles Welch 


Langley-Smith, Wilfred Harold 
Humphries 

Lee, Arthur Neale, B.A. (Camb.) 

Lemon, Harold 

Lovelace, Arthur James 

Mander, Freederick Wm., B.A. 
(Camb.) 

Maples, Kenneth James 

Mathias, Thomas Bentley 

Moggridge, Herbert 


ton 
| Harper, Richard Stephenson 
Hayton, Joseph 


(Oxon.) 
Jackaman, Henry Simon Batley Williams, Malcolm Parker, M.A. 
Jemmett, George Elwick (Oxon.) 


Wood, Howard Kingsley 








Jones, Herbert Bartlett 
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The Prevention of Corruption Bill. 


Tue following circular has been sent by the Incorporated Law Society 
for Cardiff and District to the local Members of Parliament: On behalf 
of the Incorporated Law Society for Cardiff and District I am requested 
to draw your serious attention to the contents of this Bill, as amended in 
Committee of the Hoase of Lords. This society feels very strongly that 
the Bill as it now stands most prejudicially affects, not only the members 
of the legal profession, but every person who undertakes agency work of 
any description where commission is payable. This society is of opinion 
that there should be inserted in clause 1 of the amended Bill, after the 
word agent, the words ‘‘ without the knowledge of his principal.’’ These 
words, which were used in the Bill as originally introduced, have been 
omitted from the amended Bill, and should be restored. Under sub- 
section 4 of the same section it is provided that no evidence shall be 
admissible to shew that any such gift or consideration as is mentioned in 
this section is customary in any trade or calling. This society feels that 
in many cases evidence of this character might be most material in shewing 
that the transaction was not corrupt. Take, for instance, commissions on 
life, fire, marine, and other insurances, guarantees of principal and 
interest, brokerage on sales of vessels, stocks, and shares, and numerous 
matters in which it would not be safe to accept a commission without the 
written consent of the principal, as assent, previous notice or knowledge 
would not be sufficient. It is obvious that a written consent would entail 
an amount of trouble, expenditure of time and annoyance which can 
hardly be estimated. Again, by sub-s«ction 5 of the same section it is 
sought to alter the underlying principle ef criminal law as to the burden 
of proof of guilt by casting upon an accused the onus of proving his 
innocence. The society therefore venture to hope that you will give the 
matter your careful consideration and strenuously urge that the Bill be 
put into such shape as will render its provisions unobjectionable. 








Obituary. 
Mr. W. H. Hopkins. 


The public have lost a valuable official by the death of Mr. William 
Henry Hopkins, of the Chambers of Justices Byrne and Buckley, who 
died on the 6th inst. at his residence, 137, Petherton-road, N., after a short 
ilmess. He was formerly principal clerk to Vice-Chancellor Wickens. 
He was appointed to Chancery Chambers some thirty years ago. He was 
an experienced and able official, ever ready to assist the profession in 
difficulties of practice, and was greatly respected at the Courts of Justice 
by both branches of the profession and by his relatives and friends. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Frank Tanpy Cuvrcn, of 9, North-street, Brighton, solicitor, has 
been gg a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Church was admitted in 
December, 1895. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Mr. R. T. Warkry Wittrams and Mr. Oscar Gray, solicitors, of 
Guildhall-yard, London, E.C., give notice that their business will in future 
be conducted under the style of Watkin Williams & Gray, in lieu of the 
existing name of Bentwich, Watkin Williams, & Gray. There will be no 
change in the constitution of the firm. 


Admission, 


Messrs. E. Carleton-Holmes & Son, of 12, Bedford-row, London, 
solicitors, have taken Mr. Gronor Hvunrex Fect into partnership in their 
firm as from the 25th of March, 1903. The name of the firm in future will 
be “‘ Carleton-Holmes, Son, & Fell.”’ 

Dissolution. 


Grorce Trerrett, James Terret., and Frank Varzey, solicitors (George 
Terrell, ‘Terrell, & Varley), 14, Copthall-avenue, London. Dec. 31. So far 
as regards the said James Terrell, who retires from this firm; the said 
George ‘Terrell and Frank Varley will continue the said business under 
the present style of George Terrell, Terrell, & Varley. [@azette, May 1. 





General. 


We understand that, to the deep regret of the board of the General 
Reversionary and Investment Co. (Limited), their solicitor, Mr. Harry 
Shoubridge, is about to retire after forty-five years of service. 

_It is announced that.the Lord Chancellor has accepted an invitation to 
dine with the past and present members of the General Council of the 


Bar, at the Grand Hotel, on Wednesday evening, the 20th inst. 

It is understood, says the Zimes, that at an early date Mr. Timothy 
Healy; M.P., will be called to the English bar by the Inn of Court in 
— ‘ under the old rules, he kept his four terms as a student for the 
rish bar, 





The death is announced, by telegram from Ottawa, of the Hon. David * 
Mills, Justice of the Supreme Court of Canada. He was called to the bar 
in 1883, and made a Q.C. in 1890. His professional services, when at the 
bar, were frequently retained by the Ontario Government on important 
questions. 

Bigham and Walton, JJ., have fixed the following commission days for 
the summer assizes on the Northern Circuit: Appleby, Monday, June 29; 
Carlisle, Wednesday, July 1; Lancaster, Monday, July 6; Manchester, 
Thursday, July 9; Liverpool, Monday, July 27. Mr. Justice Bigham 
will not join the circuit until Manchester is reached. 


A meeting will be held at 3, Hare-court, Temple, E.C., on Tuesday 
next, the 19th of May, at 4.30 p.m., at the chambers of Mr. John Eldon 
Bankes, K.C., for the purpose of forming a committee to forward the scheme 
for erecting at Keswick a bronze life-size bust (with stal) of the great 
lawyer Sir John Bankes, who was Chief Justice of the Court of Common 
Pleas in the reign of Charles I. 


Lawrance and Kennedy, JJ., have fixed the following commission days 
for the summer assizes on the Western Circuit—viz., Salisbury, Monday, 
June 1; Dorchester, Friday, June 5; Wells, Wednesday, June 10; 
Bodmin, Tuesday, June 16; Exeter, Saturday, June 20; Winchester, 
Saturday, June 27; Bristol, Monday, July 6. Mr. Justice Lawrance will 
go the whole circuit, but Mr. Justice Kennedy will not join it until Exeter 
is reached. 

During the original hearing of the action respecting the gen x oe 
copyright of the Boy Preacher, in which Mr. Justice Ridley’s judgment 
has just been reversed by the Court of Appeal, his lordship, says the Pail 
Mall Gazette, made one of his extra-judicial comments. ‘* Your lordship 
might be photographed, and unfortunately you might die the next day,”’ 
counsel said. ‘‘I hope not,’ replied the judge; “‘ but, as you say, it 
might have that effect.”’ 

Mr. Choate, the United States Ambassador, on Wednesday evening, at 
University College, Gower-street, delivered the presidential address of the 
Social and Political Education League, his subject being ‘‘ The Supreme 
Court of the United States—Its Place in the Constitution.’”’ The chair was 
taken by Sir Alfred Lyall, and among those present were Lord Reay, Sir 
Frederick Pollock, Mr. J. Bryce, M.P., and Mr. Fossett Lock. We hope 
to give the substance of Mr. Choate’s address next week. 


With reference to the announcement, which appeared in our columns 
last week, that Mr. Oswald Henry Hardy, Probate Registrar of the 
Manchester District, had been appointed to be a registrar of the Probate 
Division of the High Court,'and that Mr. Inderwick, Registrar of the Nor- 
wich District, has been transferred to Manchester, the Times understands 
that Mr. Hardy having on consideration declined the post, it was offered 
to Mr. Inderwick, who has accepted it. Mr. Inderwick is succeeded at 
Norwich by Mr. L. D. Powles, barrister-at-law. 


American lawyers, says the Globe, like their English brethren, are very 
candid critics of their profession when they are im an anecdotal mood. 
Here is a story told recently at a legal.dinner on the other side of the 
Atlantic. An American lawyer was instructed to recover a debt of 
50 dols. He charged 35 dols. for his services, and, on handing the 
remaining 15 dols. to his client, said, ‘‘ I am your friend. I cannot 
charge op my full fee. I knew your father well.’’ The client, heaving a 
sigh as he pocketed the 15 dols., replied, ‘‘ Thank Heaven you didn’t know 
my grandfather !”” 

Bruce and Jelf, JJ., have fixed the following commission days for 
holding the summer assizes on the Oxford Circuit: Reading, Thursday, 
June 11; Oxford, Tuesday, June 16; Worcester, Saturday, June 20; 
Gloucester, Saturday, June 27; Monmouth, Saturday, July 4; Shrews- 
bury, Thursday, July 9; Hereford, Saturday, July 18; . Stafford, 
Wednesday, July 22 ; ingham, Monday, July 27. Mr. Justice Jelf 
will not join the circuit until Stafford is reached, and when the business is 
finished there Mr. Justice Bruce will return to London, while Mr. Justice 
Jelf will proceed to Birmingham, where he will join Mr. Justice Bucknill. 


Mr. Justice Darling, says the Daily Mai/, took an unusual course in a 
case which he said ought never to have been brought into the High Court. 
The wife of a working man named Brand sued Messrs. Pink for £4 14s. 6d., 
damages for injuries alleged to have been caused ty the negligence 
of a carman, whose horses knocked the woman dewn. The jury awarded 
the plaintiff £10 damages, and counsel asked for costs on the county court 
scale. His lordship said that he would make an order for costs on the 
understanding that the defendants paid the £10 to the woman herself, and 
not to her solicitor, who ought never to have brought the case into the 
High Court. 

In reply to a question by Sir Alfred Hickman, in the House of Commons, 
Mr. Gerald Balfour stated that the part of the Patents Act amending the 
law as to the grant of compulsory patent licences came into force on the 
18th of December, 1902, As at present advised, section 1, which deals 
with the examination of previous specifications in the United Kingdom, 
will come into operation early in 1905. During the interval a great deal of 

i work had to be done in connection with the completion of the 
illustrated ts, the arrangement of the material of and the 
ingrease and of the staff of the Patent Office. work 
was now proceeding. 

The following are the commission days fixed by Ridley and Buckauill, 
JJ., for holding the summer assizes on the Midland Circuit : lesbury, 
Monday, June 15; Bedford, Thursday, June 18; Northampton, Monday, 
June 22; Leicester, Friday, June 26; Oakham, Thursday, July 2; 
Lincoln, Friday, July 3; Derby, Friday, July 10; Nottingham, Th % 
July 16; Warwick, Wednesday, July 22: Birmingham, Monday, July 
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27. Mr. Justice Bucknill will not join the circuit until Nottingham is 
reached, and at the conclusion of the business there Mr. Justice Ridley 
will return to London, and Mr. Justice Bucknill will proceed alone to 
Warwick, afterwards joining Mr. Justice Jelf at Birmingham. 


On Wednesday, being the grand day of Easter term at Gray’s-inn, the 
treasurer (Mr. Edward Dicey, C.B.) and the masters of the bench enter- 
tained at dinner the following guests: The Right Hon. Lord Davey, the 
Right Hon. John Morley, M.P., the Right Hon. H. H. Asquith, K.C., 
M.P., Sir W. H. Broadbent, Sir George Lewis, Mr. E. Underdown, K.C., 
Professor Dicey, K.C., Mr. W. Hayes Fisher, M.P., Mr. G. E. Buckle, 
Mr. Edward Bateman, C.B., Mr. James Knowles, and Mr. Albert Ochs. 
The benchers present, in addition to the treasurer, were: Lord Shand, 
Mr. Henry Griffith, Sir Arthur Collins, K.C., Mr. Hugh Shield, K.C., Mr. 
James Sheil, Mr. John Rose, Mr. Mulligan, K.C., Mr. C. A. Russell, K.C., 
Mr. Montague Lush, K.C., Mr. Herbert Reed, K.C., Mr. Terrell, K.C., 
Mr. Barnard, Mr. Duke, K.C., M.P., with the preacher (the Rev. Canon 
C. J Thompson, D.D.). 


We learn from the Building Societies Gazette that the report of the 
Building Societies Association, which is to be presented at the annual 
meeting on the 21st inst., says that: ‘‘ The question of compulsory regis- 
tration of title, discussed so fully at Cheltenham, has continued to claim 
the very careful attention of your committee. In their report for 1896 they 
stated that they felt strongly that ‘any alteration of the existing law 
which does not ensure promptitude as well as cheapness in land transfer 
would be, not only of no value, but absolutely prejudicial to building 
society interests.’ When the Act of 1897 was BR discussion as a Bill, 
your committee did succeed in effecting a decided improvement in it in the 
direction of furthering promptitude, but their amendment for securing 
cheapness of land transfer for building societies was struck out (after 
having been accepted by those in charge of the Bill, and ‘appearing amongst 
the Government amendments), and our president was defeated in the 
Standing Committee on Law in attending to secure its inclusion in the Bill. 
The selection of the County of London in 1898 as the scene of the first trial 
of the experiment of compulsory registration was opposed by your com- 
mittee, not from any hostility to the principle of registration, but because 
the exceptional complexity of the interests involved, and the immense 
number and value of the properties that would be affected made the choice, 
in their opinion, an unwise one. Now, with five years’ experience 
of the working of the Act, your committee are confirmed in the 
wisdom of the course taken in 1897 and 1898 by the association. 
Expenses of land transfer are increased instead of lessened, prompti- 
tude is not ensured, and the merging of a pssessory into an 
absolute title is not facilitated as it reasonably might be, in view 
of the large funds accruing to the registry from fees which would provide 
a more than ample insurance fund. The Lord Chancellor has been a 
steady friend of land transfer, and looks at the question from a broader, 
and possibly more impartial standpoint, than that of a conveyancer pure 
and simple. If he, the Rules Committee, and the registrar can see their 
way to make the Act in practice what it no doubt was intended to be in 
theory, instead of being, as at present, a source of disappointment and in- 
justice, turning the friends of land transfer into unwilling enemies, then 
any temporary increase in expense will be readily borne. Meanwhile, so 
far as all parts of the country outside the County of London are concerned, 
compulsory registration of title cannot be put in force without the consent 
of the respective county councils, and until the grounds of complaint as to 
the working of the Land Transfer Act, so strongly expressed at Chelten- 
ham, are removed, your committee—friendly as it is to the principle of 
registration of title—decidedly advises all building societies to oppose any 
attempt to bring their various districts under the operation of the Act.”’ 








Court Papers. 


Supréme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Recistrars In ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercency Apprat Courr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 





Date. Rora. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Byrne. 
Monday, May ...........18 Mr. R. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton Mr. Greswell 
Tuesday ........sssse000 -19 Godfrey Carrington Jackson Church 

aheend Carrington Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Beal Carrington Jackson Church 
Jackson Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Pemberton Carrington Jackson Church 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FARweE.. Buckwey. Joyce. Swinren Eapy. 
Monday, May 18 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. W. Leach Mr. King 
‘Tuesday 9 R. , King Theed Farmer 
Godfrey Farmer W. Leach Church 
R. Leach King Theed Greswell 
Godfrey Farmer W. Leach Theed 
R. Leach King Theed W. Leach 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1903. 
(Continued from p. 503.) 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 

(Final List.) 

1903. 


Newgass v Bottomley appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated March 6, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex March 27 





The New Balla Balla Copper Mines ld v Jackson appl of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice Wright, dated March 20, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
March 30 

Thirwall and ors v Hay and anr appl of deft Hay from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Wright, dated Jan 15, 1903, without a jury, London March 31 

Adams v Kynoch, ld_ app! of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated March 25, 1903, without a jury, London April 1 

Vidal v Muller appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
March 19, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 2 

Gainsworthey v Sutherland and ors appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated March 26, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
April 3 

Ripper v Webster appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
April 6, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 6 

Carlisle and Cumberland Banking Co ld v Little and ors appl of defts 
other than W Little from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated March 13, 
1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 7 

Boutcher v Ipswich Tannery ld appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated March 7, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 7 

The Attorney-Gen v Alexander Henry Hallam Murray and the Right Hon 
William St John Freemantle Brodrick (Revenue Side) appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated March 31, 1903 April 8 

Webster & Waddington v Darre)l appl:of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated April 1, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex April 8 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1902. 


Jacob v The Mayor, &c, of Southend-on-Sea appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 15, 1902, at trial 
before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Dee 19 

Geller v Singer appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Dee 16, 1902, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a 
common jury, Middlesex Dec 20 

Lewis & Lewis v The Taff Vale Railway Co appln of defts for judgt or 


new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dee 5, 1902, at tria } 


before Mr Justice Bucknill and a special jury, Swansea Dee 23 

Godley v Rains appln of deft (in person) for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 28, 1902, at trial before Mr Justice 
Walton and a special jury, Liverpool (Preston DR) Dec 23 

Dawson v Spetch & Thomas appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 10, 1902, at trial before Mr 
Justice Kennedy and a special jury, Leeds Dec 24 

Clarke v Randall and ors appln- of defts Randall and Sadler for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 15, 1902, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 30 

Clarke v Randall and ors appln of deft Wetherell for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 16, 1902, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 30 

Dandridge v Hayles appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 19, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex Jan 26 

Pressland v de Meray appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app! from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 27, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley 
and a special jury, Middlesex Jan 31 

Tressidder v The Fanciers’ Newspaper and Gen Printing and Publishing Co 


ld and ors appln of deft Coand C A House for judgt or new trial on’ 


appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 21, 1903, at trial before Mr 
Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 3 

Innes Ker v Lowndes appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 2, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 11 

Porpa v Marryat & Place appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 2, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 11 

Tresidder v Fanciers, &c, Newspaper and ors appln of deft Swainson for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 21, 1903, 
at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 12 

Sergeant v Nash appln of defts for judgt or new on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Jan 26, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and 
common jury, Middlesex Feb 13 

Montagu & Fancy v Duddy appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, ‘iat Jan 19, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bigham and a common jury, Dorchester Feb 14 

Lehmann v Weinberger appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on app! from 
yerdict and judgt, dated Feb 15, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Darling 
and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 23 

Gerson v Simpson (Oppenheim and others, 3rd parties) appln of deft for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and jndet, dated Feb 24, 1903, 
at trial before Mr Justice Wills and a special jury, Middlesex (security 
ordered March 16, 1903) Feb 27 ; 

Sibon v London General Omnibus Co appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 12, 1903, at trial before 
Mr Justice Darling and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 28 

Penwill v The Western Finance Assoc ld appln of deft for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, Feb 18, 1903, at trial before 
Mr Justice Channell and a common jury, Bristol March 2 

Yeatman v London Liverpool Ashanti appln of og in person for 
judgt or new trial on sppeel from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 27, 
ae trial before Mr Justice Wills and a special jury, Middlesex 
March 6 ’ 
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Priest and anr v Last appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
yerdict and judgt, dated Feb 24, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Walton 
and a special jury, Liverpool March 10 

Gee and ors v London General Omnibus Co appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 3, 1903, at trial 
before Mr Justice Darling and a common jury, Middlesex March 10 

Harcourt v Macnaughten appin of deft for judgt or newtrial on appl from 
yerdict and judgt, dated March 4, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex March 10 

Wallace v Cook appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 3, 1903, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice 
and a special jury, Middlesex March 10 

Youde v Manchester and District Bill Posting Co ld and ors appln of 
defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
March 21, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, 
Liverpool March 11 

Jones vy The London General Omnibus Co appln of deft for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 6, 1903, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex March 14 

Stevens v Slater appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 


verdict and judgt, dated March 5, 1903, at trial before the Lord Chief. 


Justice and a special jury, Middlesex March 14 

Zamory v Telford appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 6, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
with a common jury, Manchester March 16 

Baker v Crookes appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Jan 16, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Phillimore and 
a special jury, Haverfordwest March 19 

Same vSame appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Jan 16, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Phillimore and 
a special jury, Haverfordwest March 19 

The Wild Rose Steamship Co v Juke and ors appln of deft for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 26, 1903, at trial 
before Mr Justice Walton and a special jury; Liverpool March 19 

Hobbs v Wilson appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Feb 6, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Jelf and a 
special jury, Reading March 19 

Barrett v Lovell appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Feb 20, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Bigham and a 
special jury, Dorchester March 20 

Dey and ors v Jeffes appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 22, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Darling 
and a special jury, Middlesex March 20 

Clifford vy Hewetsons ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 10, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a common jury, Middlesex -March 23 

Miller & Son & Cov Radford appln of plitffs for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 6, 190%; at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a common jury, Middlesex March 24 

Worthington & Cold vy Pakeman appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 20, 1903, at trial before The 
Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, Middlesex March 28 

Gerson v Simpson appln of Reitlinger, 3rd party, for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgts, dated Feb 25 and March 27, 1903, at 
trial before Mr Justice Wills and a special jury, Middlesex (to be heard 
with No 37) March 28 

Jones & Willis v Perry Bros appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 18, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Channell and a common jury, Middlesex April 1 

Attorney-General, at the relation, &c v Lord Delamere appln of pltifs for 
judgt or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgt, dated March 13, 
vow at trial before Mr Justice Bruce and a special jury, Chester 

Carey v The Metropolitan Borough of Bermondsey appln of pltff for 
judgt or new trial on app! from verdict and judgt, dated March 13, 1903, 
7 “7 before Mr Justice Channell and a common jury, Middlesex 

pri 

Gale v Rymney and Aber Valleys Gas and Water Co appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 25, 
1903, at trial before Mr Justice Phillimore and a common jury, 
Glamorgan April 8 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Interlocutory List. 
1902. 

Owles v Foster and Taylor (Assignee) appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Bucknill, dated May 1, 1902 part heard s o (pending trial of 
issues) May 8 

1903. 

The Lord Mayor, Aldermen, and Citizens of the City of Manchester v 
James Sugden (Surveyor of Taxes) (Revenue Side) appl of respt from 
order of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated March 4, 1903 arch 12 

The Gresham Life Assce Soc ld v George Henry Bishop (Surveyor of 
Taxes) Revenue Side appl of respt from order of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated March 4, 1903 March 12 

De Keyser y Burrows and anr appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated March 13, 1903 (s o on terms by order) March 28 

The King v The Justices of London (expte James Read) appl of James 
Read from order of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and 
Channell, dated March 27, 1903 April 6 

Vv Benuettand Snyder appl of deft Bennett from order of Mr Justice 
ham, dated April 7, 1903 April 8 





In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
From County Courts. 
1902. 

In the Matter, &e Alexander Lee Isaacson and Annie Levy Isaacson, his 
wife, Applicants v The New Grand, Clapham Junction, Respts appl 
of applicants from award of deputy of County Court (Middlesex, West- 
minster), dated Dee 16, 1901 (s o until after trial in Westminster County 
Court) Jan 1 

In the Matter, &c Legal Representatives of Atkinson, dec (Applicant) v 
Lumb, Respt appl of respt from award of County Court (Yorkshire, 
Todmorden), dated Aug 1, 1902 Aug 18 

In the Matter, Kc Elvin (Applicant) v Woodward & Co, Respts appl of 
applicant from award of county court (Middlesex, Shoreditch), dated Oct 
11, 1902 (security ordered Dec 8, 1902) Oct 20 ; 

In the Matter, &¢ Fred E Parker (Applicant) v Morrison and Mason, 
Respts appl of respts from award of county court (Shropshire, Cleobury 
Mortimer), dated Oct 3, 1902 Oct 20 

In the Matter, &€ McDonough (Applicant) v Harkers & Sons, Respts appl 
of respts from award of county court (Yorkshire, Middlesbrough), dated 
Oct 6, 1902 Oct 27 

In the Matter, Kc Kiteley (Applicant) v Edmondson (Respt) appl of 
respt from award of county .court (Middlesex, Clerkenwell), dated Oct 
2,1902 Nov5 

In the Matter, &¢ Weavings (Applicant) v Kirk & Randall (Respts) appl 
of applicant from award of county court (Kent, Woolwich), dated Nov 
22, 1902 (security ordered) Nov 12 

In the Matter, &e Ives (Applicant) y Langley (Respt) appl of applicant 
from award of county court (Norfolk, Kings Lynn), dated Noy 13, 1902 
Dec 3 

In the Matter, &c Sarah Jane Golding (Applicant) v Cochrane & Co 
(Respts) appl of applicant from award of county court (Worcestershire, 
Dudley), dated Nov 17, 1902 Dec 8 

In the Matter, & French (Applicant) v Underwood and anr (Respts) 
appl of applicant from award of county court (Lancashire, Ashton- 
under-Lyune), dated Nov 20, 1902 Dee 8 

In the Matter, && Preston (Applicant) v Wade & Co (Respts appl of 
respts from award of county court (Warwickshire, Birmingham), dated 
Nov 24, 1902 Dec 11 

In the Matter, & John Keane (Applicant) v W Nash (Respt) appl of 
applicant from award of county court (Surrey, Southwark), dated 
Nov 24, 1902 Dee 13 

In the Matter, &c Alfred G Stevens (Applicant) v General Steam Naviga- 
tion Co ld (Respts) appl of respts from award of county court (Surrey, 
Southwark), dated Dec 1, 1902 Dec 16 

In the Matter, &¢ The Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co, Applicants v 
Crossland, Respt appl of respt from award of county court (Yorkshire, 
Bradford), dated Jan 9, 1903 Jan 23 

In the Matter, & U A Ritson & Sonis ld, Applicants v Beckham, Respt 
appeal of respt from award of county court (Durham), dated Jan 7, 1903 
Jan 24 


In the Matter, &c Sharp, Applicant v Midland Ry Co, Respts appl of 
respts from award of county court (Derbyshire, Derby), dated Jan 21, 
1903 Feb 11 

Inthe Matter, &e Rothwell, Applicant v Davies, Respt appl of respt 
from award of county court (Cheshire, Birkenhead), dated Feb 3, 1903 
Feb 17 

In the Matter, &e W C Rickard, Applicant v E Alcock, Respt appl of 
retps from award of county court Hitiddlesex, Westminster), dated Feb 
6, 1903 Feb 19 

In the Matter, &e Garbutt (Applicant) v Ashington Coal Co ld (Respts) 
appl of applicant from award of county court (Northumberland, 
Morpeth), dated Jan 30, 1903 Feb 25 

Inthe Matter, & Vamplew and ors (Applicants) v Pargate Iron and Steel 
Co ld (Respts) appl of applicants from award of county court (Yorkshire, 
Rotherham), dated Jan 30, 1903 Feb 27 . 

In the Matter, &e Pomfret (widow and ors) (Applicant) v Lancashire and 
Yorkshire Ry Co (Respts) appl of respts from award of county court 
(Lancashire, Manchester), dated March 13, 1903 April 1 

In the Matter, &c Giles (Applicant) v Belford, Smith & Co (Respts) 
appl of respts from award of county court (Middlesex, Bow), dated April 
3, 1903 April 7 

N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to April 9, 1903. 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


May 19.—Messrs. Davip Burnett & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—South Tottenham : Seventeen 
Freehold House, all let at rentals amounting to £538 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Hubbard, Son, & Eve, London —South Towenham : Freehold Building Land, having 
frontages of 743 feet to Grove-road, Culvert-road, and Victoria-crescent.—8t ke 
Newington (opposite the Borough Council’s Offices): Two Houses, known as Nos. 51 
and 53, Milton-road ; let at £36 and £34 per annum each; lease 49 years unexpired.— 
Islington : Five Terrace Houses, Nos. 1, 14, 2a, 9, and 10, Rheidol-terrace, St. )eter’s- 
street, all let at £147 per annum; Srabling and Workshops, Nos. 1 to 39, Rheidol- 
terrace-mews; producing £500 10s. per annum ; leasehold.—Islington : Five Houses 
and Shops, Nos. 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15, Rheidol. ;.let at rentals amounting to 
adh g Ay ae rg lease 4 Hoxton : Brick-built Stabling and Worksho 
Nos, 1 to 4, 4a to 9a, 


Station, at ren to £134 per annum ; 
essrs. Reep, Lane, & Co., on. -on-Thames : F 
Land, yy, 4 Sm of 615ft. to Wood-road and Horne-road. 
Fladgate & Co., ion, (See advertisements, May 9, p, 4.) 
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May 20.—Mesers. Eowin Fox & Bovsrig.p, at the Mart, at 2:—Southwark : Freehold 
Ground-rent of £84 12s. per annum, with reversion in 34} years, arising from compact 
Block of Property, conveniently situate just off the Southwark Bridge-road, close to 
Borough-road Station, the whole covering an area of about 11,000 superficial feet, and 
of the estimated rack-rental value of about £550 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Hicklin, Washi m, & Pasmore, London.—Sussex (The Battle Abbey Estate; out- 
lying portions), ill-on-Sea : Valuable Freehold Estate of about 826 acres; the 

electric tramw+y line from wade ee along the S-uth Coast will pass close to 

the estate ; the estate comprises U orne, Middle Barnhorne, Constable’s, and 
Lower Barnhorne Farms, with pd small holdings, ani about 48 acres of cure 
land near Winchelsea ; total rents being £924 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. ie, 
London. (See advertisements, May 9, p. 3.) 
thy 2 tieeee. Tuvurcoop & Martin (in conjunction with Messrs. Strutt & Parker), 
the Mart, at 2 :—Tottenham-court-road : Twenty-three Houses and Seven Blocks 
2 Labourers’ Dwellings, forming one valuable Freehold Corner Site, more than half- 
an-acre in area ; let at £3,330 12s perannum. Solicitors, Messrs. Holdens & Cannon, 
Bolton.—Leeds "Cin conjunction with Messrs. Whitham & Sons): The Haigh Park 
Estate, €, close to the City hag oe Freehold Building Land, with railway, mai. and 

, Messrs. Wormald, Atkinson, & Callow, Leeds.—Rother- 
field, Sussex: The Horsegrove Estate, consisting of well-timbered pleasure farms, 
accommodation land, and building sites. Solicitors, Messrs. Burne & Wykes, London. 

—Whitecha : Building Site close to the Whitechapel-road, having an area of about 
oi oy itors, Messrs. Blake & Heseltine, London. (See vertisements, this 
p. 3. 

May 20.—Messrs. Dyer, Sox, & Hinton, at the Mart, at 2:—Blackheath : A unique Free- 
hol (small part Leasehold) Residential Property of about 4} acres, with ——— 
fron‘ of more than 1,000 feet to good roads, in a choice situation, on deep gra 
soil, to the Heath, and within about 7 and 15 minutes’ walk copeatodiy ‘of 
Westeombe Park and Blackheath Stations; with vacant Possession. Solicitor, George 
Whale, Esq., London. (See advertisement, May 9, p. 3.) 

May 20.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrie.p, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Town Resi- 
“dence st Chelsea, near Sloane-square Station. Solicitors, Messrs. Hasties, London. 
Freehold Residential Property at Enfield, near station, and cov e an area of nearly 
three-fourths of an acre. Solicitors, Messrs. Jennings, Son, & Allen, London. 
Leasehold Ground-rents amoun' to £54 per annum, arising out of 12 Dwelling- 
houses in Kentish Town, with rack-rentals of £450 = annum. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Fleming & Whitwell, London. (See advertisements, week, back page.) 

May 21.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Freeholds and Leaseholds at South 
Norwood, Sydenham, Upper Norwood, Anerley, and Penge (by order of the Trustees 
of Mr. C. Pawley, deceased). (See detailed particulars.) Solicitors, Messrs. Sandom, 
Kersey, & Knight, London. (See advertisement, May 9, p. 3.) 

May 21.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayrrexp, at the Mart, at 2 :— 

REVERSIONS: 
To One-fourth of a Trust Estate value £6,160, also to One-twentieth of Freehold 
— value £20,000; two lives, each 68. Solicitor, David Davis, Esq., 
on. 
To Freehold Property in Norfolk producing £60 per annum, value £940; gentleman 
75. Solicitors, Messrs. G. & M. Goodman, London. 
To £10,000 on Mortgage; two ladies aged 73 and 47 (see particulars). 
Messrs. Bircham & Co., London. 
To One-sixth of a Trust Fund, value £17,424; lady aged 50. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Few & Co., London. 
To One-eighth of Leasehold Properties, value £14,000; lady aged 62. Solicitors, 
Marshall & Liddle, Croydon. 
To One-fourth of £8,337; lady aged 47. Solicitors, Messrs. Bompas, Bischoff, 
Dodgson, Coxe, & Bompas, London. 
To the itehill Estate, near Totnes, Devon, producing £230 per annum; lady 
8%. Solicitors, B. Woodward, Esq., London. 
POLICIES for £2,000, £1, 000, £750, £595, £500. Solicitors, T. R. Quarrell, Esq., 
ee Alfred Jonas, Esq. A and John Hands, Esq., London; and Messrs. 
erne & Herne, Buckingham. 
DEBENTURES in Saccharine Corporation. Solicitors, Messrs, Campbell & Baird, 





Solicitors, 


(See abventiounente, this week, back page.) 
May 22.—Messrs. Reyxoivs & Easox, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Properties at Clapton 
Park, producing £164 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Clapham, Fitch, & Co., London. 
— Bermondsey and Westminster Bridge-road: Leasehold Weekly Property, produciog 
£1,250 per annum ; held direct from the Corporation of Londen Solicitor, D. A. 
Romain, Esq., London. (See advertisements, this wee *k, p. 3.) 


Result of Sale. 


May 14.—Messrs. Farunnoturr, Eviis, Ecoertox, Breacu, Garswortuy, & Cv., at the 
Mart, sold Clifford’s-inn for £100, 0c0. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazetta,—F nivay, May 8. 
JOINT STOCK COM ANIES. 
f ’ Liwirep mn CaANxcery. 


4 A. R. Deas, Limitev- Petn for winding up, directed to be heard on April 28, was 

A adjourned, and will be heard on May 19. Burton & Co, Surrey st, Victoria Embank- 

4 ment, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 18 

> Fietros Buck Co, Liniren— Creditors are required, on or before June 9, to send 

their names and addreswes, together with full particulars of their debts or claims, to 

Robert Stray, 107, Wool Exehange, Coleman st. Jobson, Lincoln's inn fields, sulor for 


Hayuse Fisuenses, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or before June 23, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to G G Walker, 19, St. 


Swithin’s In 
J. ¥. Pease & Co, Limirev—Petn for winding up, presented May 6, directed to be heard 
May 19. alker & Pettitt, Coleman st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’elock in the afternoon of May 18 
Kewurr’s, Lintrep—Creditors are required,on or before June 17, to send their names 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Douglas Kellitt and 
Kellitt, 272, Picton rd, Wavertree, Liverpool. Style & Co, Liverpool, solors for 


etiieeees, Cmixa Cray axo Stose Co, Limtrep —Creditors are required, on or befure 
June 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their de bts or claims, 
to Charles Dileock Roberts, Old Town chmbrs, 104, Old Town st, Plymouth. Graham & 
Graham, Fowey, solors for liquidator 

N. Deraurs & Co, Lantvren—Petn for winding up, presented May 2, directed to be heard 
May 19. Smith, Fleet st, solor for otice of os must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Ma 

Pessias Canret Masvractonxixna Co, Lintrep—Cre took are required, on or before 
June 2, to send their names + fm, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

i to Perey W. Straus, 7, Great Winchester st 

— Hears, & Srext, Lamstev (ix Liquipatiox)--Creditors are required, on or 

31, to send their names and addresses the prey of their debts or 


aieatte Saunders, Weavers’ Hall, 22, Basi Ii st 
Wise Cire, meee Pe Creditors are required, on 


on or before June 24, to send their names 
the particulars oft their debts or claims, to Robert Stray, 107, Wool 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limttep 1x CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, May 12. 

ANGLO-AUSTRIAN Sxupscare, Lamrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Edmund Heisch, 18, 8t Helen’s pl 

Armstrone & Co (Briaisoutan), Liwitzp—Creditors are required, on or before June 13, 
to ae their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts and claims, ty 

William Viney, 128, Colmore row, Birmingham 

PR amen Hypravric Siuicinae Gotp Mixing Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 1, to their names and addresses, and th Sea of their debts or 
claims, to Lionel Fairfax Goodricke, Moorgate Station chm’ 

Lonvow InpusTrRiALs, Limrrep—Petn for up, pres-nted May 8, directed to be 
heard May 26 Hannay & Reynolds, Arundel st, Strand, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o clock in the afternoon of May 25. 

Lupineton CigaARETTE Macutne Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to George Rae Fraser, 31, Copthall av 

Norw Hu V eneee AND DistmLuery Co, Lonrrev—Petn for winding up, presented April 

be heard at the Shirehall, Norwich, on May 20. Dur & Co, 3, Arundel 
st, ” Strand, pete for the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above- named not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 19 

Rayners rey L (Ventyor), Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented May 6, directed to 
be hearl at the Town Hall, eee, Isle of Wight, on May 27, at 11 o *olock. Ivens, 
High st, Newport, solor to the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abov e-named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 26 

Waricut, Wituiams, & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 13, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 

Charles Wright, 7, 8t James’ gdns, Swansea 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, May 1. 
Guirritn, NaTuaxieti Rosert, Chester rd, Wrexham, Mining Engineer May 30 TPoyser 
v Griffith, Swinfen Eady, J Poyser, ‘Wrexham 


London Gasette.—Turspay, May 5. 


Ho.ureswortn, Eruzaim Wealdstone Harrow, Contractor May 30 Stiffs Concrete Co 
v Warren, Byrne, J Riggall, Watford 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, May 12. 
Haut, zon, a June 13 Gorst v Hall, Registrar, Preston Platts, South Shore, 
ac) 


Hicksox, Mary Hewnrietra, Bristol June 1 Hickson v Peake, Buckley, J  Tickner, 
Gray’s inn sq 
Me.u, Exiwerro, Marylebone rd, Wine Merchant June 8 Southard v Giuseppina 
Framba, Swinfen Eady, J Lister, Thavies inn, Holborn circus 
WALLIS, WILLIAM Grosvenor Landsdowne rd, Tunbridge Wells, Gent June 17 
Beauchamp v Wallis, Buckley, J, Masterman, New Broad st 


Under 22. & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Masr Day or Cram. 
Lonton Gazette.—F ripay, May 1. 


Avams, Jouy, Soho June8 Wild & Collins, Lawrence ln, Cheapside 

AIKEN, Jussiz Cuetwovop, Cheltenham. June 10 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 

Archer, Epwix, Westcliff, Southend on Sea, Licensed Victualler May 30 Hawker, 
Tower Bridge app 

AsTELL, Jonn Hewyry, Birmingham Junel Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham 

Batcueor, SAmvEL, Portishead May 25 Batchelor, Newport, Mon 

BenNetTT, Maxcaret, Heaton Norris, cs May15 Oldham, Stockport. 

Bisnop, Ricu ARD, Acton June1 Peacock & Goddard, South sq, Gray's inn 

Bowers, Witt1AmM, Goole May 31 England & Son, Goole 

Cuapmay, Saran, Standon, Herts Junel7 Richardson & Co, Much Hadham, Herts 

Cuicuest! eR, Evizapets Jui, Brighton Junel Campbell & Baird, Jermyn’ st 

Ciaytos, WitLiAM Wike.ry, Leeds, Engineer May 16 a & Co, Leeds 

Cock, Caries Hesse, South ‘Myms June8 Lingard & h, Fin sbury cireus 

Coumas, Tuomas Joun, Cotham, Bristol, MD June 24 Sport Bristol 

Daias, Roperr, Lordship rd, Stoke Newington June 1 rooks & Co, Godliman st, 

Doctors’ Commons 

Dissey, Col] Epcar Jou, Ingatestone, Essex June 10 Longbourne & Co, Lincoln's inn 


Dorman, MarGaret Ann, Thornaby on Tees June 1 Watson, Stockton on Tees 
Duserty, Frances Isape.ia, Cheltenham June12 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 
Ducke.s, Witt1Am Gouttoy, Goole, Farmer May 31 England & Son, Goole 

Fiexp, Feaviwanp, Tunbri Wells, Carpenter June1 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
Forman, Fanny SU LLY, , Surrey May 30 Wrentmore & Son, Bedford row 
Gaxxetr-Bor FIELD, Rev Wiuiias Bison, Shifnal, Salop May 30 Salt & Sons, Shrews- 


bury 
Hatxswortn, Mary Ayn, Leeds May 25 Lupton & Faweett, Leeds 
Hart, Gzoncz, Cane Hill "Asylum, Purley Junel Young & Bons, Mark In 
Hearn, Jane, ‘Woodbury, Devon May 30 Ford & Co, Exete 
Hest, Percy Freveric Kk, Sloane st June 1 Meadmore, Old Burlington st 
Jay st, Faupenicx NicHo.as, Croydon June 15 Gunnell, Arthur st West, King 


Joxes, WALTER, Plasé Llangwym, Denbigh May18 Jordan, Balu, N Wules 

Jukes, Josreru Horpern Park Town, Oxford, MA June 24 Walsh, Oxford 

KEENE, Avy, Stamford ord Hill Ma y 28 Jennings & Co, Leadenhall st 

Key, Grorak, West Kirby, Chases June 1 Woolleott & Coy, West Kirby 

Ksort, Jounxn Woop, Shortlands, Kent June 10 Robinson & Stannard, Eastcheap 
Lake, Frepenic Henrvest, Little Stanhope st, Mayfair May Bl Lyne & Holman, Gt 
Winchester st 

Lex, Witt1am, Heath Charnock, Lancs May 26 Stanton & Sons 

Levitt, James, Asselby, be Farmer May 31 pagpent & Son, Goole, Goole 
Lixsiey, James, Goole May 31 nd & Son, Goc 

Looker, Joun Biitrxastey, Bayswater June 8 Jordan & Lavington, Lronmonger In, 


Mann, Ricnanp, Knottingley, Yorks May 21 Carter & Co, Ponte fact 

Muscrov ne, Kataauine Anye, Brockley June 10 Timbrell & Dei cond King William st 
OLIVER, JOSEPHINE Evma, Highbury May 27 Males mag & Co, uildhall 

Parnam, Grorar, Laverstock, Wilts June2 Bu Shaftesbury, Dorset 

Parker, Joun AL Freep, 8t Leonards on Sea June 13 Gvichatonn eg 8 ae fields 
Partrivgr, Jane Mary, Ni »Mon Junel Davis & Co, Newport, 

Pav — Peter AnpRreas, ungsted, nr Copenhagen, Royal i ata Conuad May #0 
& Jordan, Manchester 

Po.iox, Tiout Joun Freperic k, Bappisfontein, 8 Africa June1 Merrick & Co, Broad sta 
Povu.rer, Maniay, Dover June 12. Lewis & Pain, Dover 

Reiv, Evtes, Canterbury June? Reid, Gt St Helens 





. Coburn & Co, Leadenhall st, ‘solors to liquidator 


, h and 
j Exchange, Cu 


SANDELL, SUSANNA, Stratford May 25 Barrett, 


Suarr, | 
SLATER, 
Swarr, 
B 
SranDIs 
Srevey: 
Srrone, 
M 


Taomrsc 
Panes 
:D. 

G 
WALKED 
K 
WALKER 


Apoiz, 3 
ARUNDB! 
W 


Asue, D 
ATEINS, 
Bucs, : 
BoviTos 
Bovang, 
Bovens, 

Ca 


Baaywit 
So 


Bavces, 
Bavaent 
Boture, 
Caste, - 
CoLesor 
Covsis, 
Cross, A 
Crosse, 
gal 
Davigs, 
Davies, . 
Davis, M 
Davee, § 
Fickvs, } 
Foorver 
Bit 
Geerarr 
M 
GRIMMER 
bl 
Hatror! 
Hascoct 
Hut, Jo 
Hi, Jo 
Hopaz, | 
Hoxe, E 
Hore, A 
Horwoo 
Isoy, Tu 
disks, J 
FORD 
Lage! 
Marrur 


Ayprew 
Hig 
Baney, 
Bartey, 
Pet 
Boat, A 
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Sane, Mary Any, Nottingham May 23 Acton & Marriot*, Nottingham 

SiaTen, JAMES, Dudley, Worcester May 31 Ward, Dudley 

Suart, Joun Henry Tew, Brixton hill, Builder May 80 Kingsbury & Turner, 
Briston rd 

gravpisH, Joserut, Henley on Thames May 22 Mercer & Blaker, Henley on Thames 

Severs, Eowarp, Blackpool May 27 Taylor & Son, Blackpool 

§rzoxe, Joun, Openshaw, Manchester, Pawnbroker June 11 
Manchester 

Taoursox, JANe, Monkton, nr Jarrow, Durham June 15 Newlands & Newlands, Jarrow 

Tvaven, Evizaneta, Derby May 30 Whiston & Son, Derb 

TrxDALt, WitiiaM Braucuamp, Havelet, Guernsey y Knight, South sq, 

June 1 Maitlands & Co, 


Pollitt, Openshaw, 


26 
Gray’s inn 

Watxer, Coartes, Gt Ormsby, Norfolk, Licensed Victualler 
Knightrider st 

Waxer, Taomas, Ecclesfield, Yorks, Farmer June 13 Smith & Sons, Sheffield 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 5. 


Appi, Marte, Heaton Moor, Lancs June17 Addleshaw & Co, Manchester 
Aguypgtt, WILLIAM AruNpeELL Taca, Calcutta, India, Architect June 15 Morse & Co, 


Walbrook 
Asez, Dorotuy, West Hartlepool May 15 Silburn, West Hartlepool 
Arsins, Bera, Upper Baker st June 10 Hobbs & Young. Brighton 
Buick, JANE, Hurst Green, Sussex Junel2 Field & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bovtros, Ectes, Nuneaton, Warwick June13 Oakey,duneaton 
Bovane, Evizasern, Liandaff Yard, nr Cardiff June 1 Thomas & Francis, C srdiff 
Bovese, — Liandaff Yard, nr Cardiff, Milk Vendor Jane 1 Thomas & Francis, 


Beaywatté, Mary Benract, Guostingthorpe, nmr Halstead, Essex June 21 
Son, Bloomsbury 

Buvees, CuArces WittiAm, Sloane st June 2 Raphael & Co, Moorgate st 

Becaeit, Evten, Morpeth, Northumberland May 20 Brumell & Sample, Morpeth 

Borure, Hexey, Pontefract, Painter June 1 Leatham & C», Pontefract 

Castie, Hexry JAues, Hove, Sussex, Engineer- May 31 Burton & Co, Surrey st 

Covesorn, WILLIAM Parry, Fairfield, Liverpool June 13 Oakshott & Co, Liverpool 

Covsiy, Wittt1AM, Bolsover, Derby June 13 Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 

Cross, ALBAN Tuomas, Chesterton, Banker’s Clerk July1 Ginn & Mathew, Cambridge 

Crosse, —_ Henry, Piccadilly June 24 Wilkinson & Co, Bedford st, Covent 
garden 

Davigs, Harriett Lovisa, Barnes, Surrey June 14 Mellor & Co, Coleman st 

Davies, Joun Symmoys, Milford Hayen June8 Eaton & Co, Haverfordwest 

Davis, Micuart, Maida Vale June 30 Davis, Birmingham 

Davee, Sreruen Pemser, Lowndes st June 19 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 

Ficxvs, Many Axxe, Worthing June 1 Gates, Worthing 

_—- penne Coystance, Amport, Southampton May 25 Lamb & Son, Andover, 

nts 

Geezarp, Fiorexce Nicutincate, Moss Side, nr Manchester June 8 Stubbs & Co, 
Manchester 

oe, Exyst Antuor, Parson’s Green, Dressing Bag Maker June1l5 Dina, Greshim 

Ss 


Hatrorp, Axtuvr, Bayswater June 20 Ingle & Co, New Broad st 

Hascock, Eminy Marian, Richmond June 10 Short, Norfolk st, Strand 

Hit, Joux, Ashby Magna, Leicester, Farmer June5 Douglass, Market Harborough 

Hit, Josern, Thornbury, Herford, Farmer June 6 Cave, Bromyard 

Hovce, Ba.pwin, Richmond, Surrey, June 4 Burn & Berridge, Old Broa’ st 

Hore, Eowix, Timperley, Chester, Glass Decorator June1l Thompson, Altrincham 

Hore, ALexanver Huu, Cheltenham June 30 Hores & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Horwoop, Axx, Ramsgate May 3) Sutton & Co, Gt Winchester st 

Isox, Tuomas, Kentish Town, Upholsterer May 30 Wilkinson & Son, Bermondsey st 

Jivks, Jemima, Bloomsbury May30 Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 

Kitrorp, Joun, Winchester May 30 Dowling, Winchester 

Lazpyer, Exviza, Cheltenham June 19 Billings, Cheltefliam 

Mirruzws, Freverick, Coed Morgan, Lilanthewy Rhydderch, Mon, Haulier 
Davis, Abergavenny 


May 31 


Fraser & | 


| 
| 


Mivesvuey, er Berwick upon Tweed June 2 Sanderson & Weatherhead, Berwick 


upon Twi 
Moopy, Tom, Renishaw, Eckin; , Derby, Grocer June 24 oo & Co, Sheffield 


Punyy, Ex.ey, Tockington, Glos June 16 Gwynn & Co, 


| Patce, Taomas Prorve, Fiery Creek Gold Diggings, South Australia June 11 Townsend 


-Boram, Sanau Ann, Thornwood, nr Eppi 


& Co, Swindon 

Purcuase, Emanvet, Weeping Cross, Staffs, Butler June 1 Walmsley & Hansbury, 
The Outer Temple, Strand 

Reap, Carouine, ford June 6 Tebbs & Son, Bedford 

Sr Ausyn, Eomunp Paripraux, Paddi June 13 Fawcett, New Broad st 

Scorr, ALrrep, Camberwell Newrd June2¢ Biggs & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

arene, ° aaa Josern WerTueratt, Acton Jane 7 Moon & Co, Lincoln's inn 

e 

Sreatrox, Geoace, Bitton, Glos June 15 Morse & Co, Walbrook 

Toute, Jonatuan, Broxholme, L'ncs, Farmer June 1 Nowell & Son, Barton on Humber 

Wi.wiaMs, Freverick Water, Bristol, Clothier June 24 Spofforth, Bristol 

Wiciiams, Wittrau Arkinsox, Hyson Green, Nottingham, Soda Water Manufacturer 
June1 Rorke & Jackson, Notti 

Wricat, Evnice, Peckham June 15 Baynes, Union ct, Old Broad st 

Younemay, Mary Haynau, Fulham June 19 Nisbet & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 


London Gazette.—Fripay, May 8. 


Apragans, Estuer, Ome Hamilton ter June12 Sydney, Finsbury pavement 
Akers, Ricuarv, New Wortley, Leeds June18 Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds 
Anperson, Euity Carurrixe, Porchester sq June 30 Currie & Co, Lincoln’s ian fields 


| Battey, Fraycis Georce, Birmingham, Hotel Keeper June 6 Beaie & Co, Birmingham 
2 Voi, Old Broad st 


Epping 
Co, csrerpenk 


Beaa, Ex.is, Brondesbury rd, Kilburn June 19 

June 13 Creed, 

But, Hannan, Toxteth Park, Live 1 June6 Whitley & 

Buere.t, Henry, Upper Norwood June 20 Rollit & Sons, 

Camm, Cuartes Hotenoust, Morecambe June 30 Rodgers & Co, Shettield 

Carp, Cuaries James Wareham, Dorset June 30 Filliter & Son, Wareham 

Cornett, ALrrep, Liverpool, Solicitor June6 North & Co, Liverpool 

E.wortuy, Freverick Frank, Regent st, City rd, Vet Surgeon May 30 Pickin, 
Berkhampstead 

Fawcert, Myra Exizasetu, Lexham gdns June10_ Kitsons & Co, Toryuay 

Fortescue, WiLuiam Buunvet, Torquay June l0 Kitsons & Co, Torqua’ 

GoopvreLttow, Clement WitiiaAm Aryowp, Kingston Hi y, Wine Merchant June 
30 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

Harriey, Sarau Any, Hulme, Manchester Junei’  aaerg 4 & Co, Stalybridge 

Hoxss, GeorGe, Wareham, Dorset July_Z Slade & West, Swanage 

Seaite, Aoease, Presteigne, Radnor, Licensed Victualler May 30 Cheese & Roberts, 


gton “ 

Humruery, Epmunp Cvsirr, Princes gate June19 Draces & Attlee, Billiter sq 

Jackson, Jons, Torquay, FRCS June10 Hooper & Wollen, Torquay 

Jounson, Joseen, St Helens, Lancs June 16 Oppenheim & Sons St Helens 

Lawpen, Tuomas Tivrinc, Bournemouth June6 Lawden, Bedford row 

Leacn, Aurrep, Wakefield June5 Harrison & Co, Wakefield 

Leicutox, Eumunp Taomas, Bassett Wood, Hampshire June 10 Leighton & Savory, 
Clement’s inn, Strand 

Mowck, Joun Buiau, Reading June2t H & C Co.lins, Reading 

Pearson, Tuos, Putney June 6 Harrison & Robinson, Chancery In 

ame Frepenick Percy, Heaton Norris, Lanes, Draper June 18 
chester 

Rowros, Saran Racaer, Cambridge June 15 8 juires, Cambridge 

Rowros, Wiiuiam Pauw Ivirr, Cambridge June 15 Squires, Cambridge 

Savcer, Avice, South Acton, Laundress June 24 Burrows, Tottenham 

Sue.toy, Tuomas, Edenham, Lincs, Farmer June 1 Bell & Co, Bourne, Lincs 

Srevenson, Jane, Pirbright, Surrey June 1 White, Guildford 

Wa tiwork, Rosert. Hurst, nr Ashton under Lyne, Mill Manager May 30 Whivworth & 
Co, Ashton under Lyne 

Wickiys, Henry Georce Gasrritt, Eastbourne, Surgeon June 16 Davies, Strand 

Wicurams, Davip, Aberdare June 18 Thomas, Aberdare 

Woovwarp, Mary Any, Long Sutton, Lincs June 6 Sturton, Holbeach 


‘arrer & Co, Man- 








Ord May 5 


Bankruptcy Notices. Apel 


May4 Ord May 4 


London Gazette.—Frivay, May 1. 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Eyrox, Anim, Whitford, Flints, Gent Chester 
July 6, 1892 Annul April 23, 1908 

Qvoxe, Josern, Coventry, Hay and Corn Dealer Coventry 
Adjud Dec 10, 1902. Annul April 21, 1903 : 

Geeex, Harry James, Berkswell, Warwick, Farmer 
Coventry Adjud April 8, 1892 Annul April 21, 1903 


Fripay, May 8. 


Adjua April 22 Ord May 4 


Liverpool Pet April 21 
don Pet May 23, 1902 
May6 Ord May 6 


London Gazette. 


Lion, Ricnarp Jones, Swansea, Solicitor Swansea Pet 
Love, Watter, Chippenham, Wilts, Butcher 


Mies, Givgox James, Bristol, Refreshment House Keeper 2 
Bristol Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Mowsrax, Exizasern, Boston, Lincs, Butcher Boston Pet 


NacutigaL, Jowann Gottrriezp, Liverpool, Laundryman 
Ord May 5 

Patmer, Ernest G, North Cheam, Financial Agent Croy- 
Ord April 29 
Raw te, Cuartes Incram, Exeter, Baker 


Rossat.t, Wittiam, Poulton le Fylde, 


Cox, Joux, and Tuomas Cox, South Grove, Mile End rd, 
Firewood Merchants May 18at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Drax, Tuomas, Wickford, Essex, Wheelwright May 18 at 

12 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Evans, Joun, Barry, Glam, Grocer May 26at11 Off Rec, 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Francis, Reotxaty Jons, Workington, Cumberland, 
Chemist. May 18 at 2.45 Court house, Cockermouth 

Grauam, Ronert, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Fishmonger 
May 19 at 11.15 County Court house, Whitehaven 

Hearuer.et, Avsert, and Anprew Hearuercey, Pem- 
broke Dock, Contractors May 16 at 12 Temperance Hall 
Pembroke Dock 

Jones, Joux, Chepstow, Mon, Grocer May 18 at 12 Off 


Bath Tet 


Exeter Pet 


Lanes, Farmer 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AyprEws, Fraxk Braixnatv, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor 
High Court Pet March 12 Ord May 4 


Bauey, Henry, Hampstead rd, St Pancras, Ironmonger. 


High Court Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Bavtzy, Epwarp, Tipton, Staffs, Ironmaster Dudley 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 ; 

Boat, ALEXANDER, Tow Law, Durham, Fruiterer New- 
castleon Tyne Pet May5 Ord May 5 

Burrrox, Tuomas, Weston super Mare, Furniture Dealer 
Bridgwater Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Browx, Epmunp Arcainatp, West Ham, Essex, Corn 
Merchant High Court Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Cox, Jou, and Tuomas Cox, South grove, Mile End rd, 
Firewood Merchants High Court Pet April 7 Ord 


, May 4 
Foster, Eexest, Barton on Humber, Painter 
Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Gaveerr-Fairvax, Hveu W, Leamington Sha, Warwick, 
Civil Engineer Warwick Pet April9 Ord May 5 
Giptestoxe, WittiaAm Henry, Fernshaw rd, Fulham rd, 
_ Traveller High Court Pet May 6 Onl May 6 
Goopey, Maurice Miuis, Panfield, Essex, Farmer Chelms- 
_ ford PetMay2 Ord May 2 
fire, Tuomas Owen, Liscard, 
Birkenhead Pet May4 Ord May 4 
Joxes, L E, Desford, Leicester, Horse Dealer Leicester 
_ Pet April 22 Ord May 4 
Kusy, James, Milford Haven, Pembroke, Master Mariner 
Pembroke Dock Pet May 5 Ord May 5 
Timzk, ALEXANDER, and WaLTee Cot.ines, Birmingham 
la Birmingham Pet April 24 Ord May 4 
aang Hampson, Leigh, Lancs, Farmer Bolton 
et May 4 Ord May 4 
Lemnos, James Puitir, New Brompton, Gillingham, Kent, 
a ag sane Y Mey 6 Ord May 6 
a, Henny Brovorp, Leeds, Milling Engineer Leeds 
Pet May 6 Ord May 6 ne “4 


Gt Grimsby 


Cheshire, Shipbroker 





Preston Ord May 5 Ord May 5 
Siavpan, WILtiaAM FReverick, ‘Tunbridge Wells, Dealer 
in Fancy Goods Tunbridge Wells Pet May2 Ord 


May 2 

Smaves, Josern, Heaton Chapel, Lancs, Tanner Stock- 
port Pet April 22 Ord May 4 

Smirn, Frank Cuarzes, Lincoln, Baker Lincoln Pet 
May 1 Ord May 4 


Swirn, Water Evwix, Summertown, Oxford, Baker | 


Oxford Pet May 6 Ord May 6 
Srytu, Groner, Barrow in Furness, Printer Barrow in 
Furness and Ulverston Pet April 20 Ord May 4 
Sryvtu, James Rawson, w in Furness, Stock 
Broker Barrow in Furness Pet April 20 Ord May 4 
Srytu, Many Jane, Barrow in Furness Barrow in Furness 
Pet April 20 Ord May 4 


Yorks, Clotaiers Burnley Pet March 31 Ord May 4 

Tnuoriey, Leoxarp, Liverpool, Laundryman Liverpool 
Pet April 21 Ord May 5 

TrucksL, ALuert Epwarp, Battersea, Carman 
worth Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

Warxer, Wittiam, Holloway rd, Stationer High Court 
Pet May5 Ord May 5 

Wauirrnevse, ALerev, West Bromwich, Contractor West 
Bromwich Pet April 21 Ord May 5 

Witiiaus, Cnarces, Swindon, Contractor Swindon 
May5 Ord 


y5 
Wria.ey, Sau, Northgate, Wakefield, Grocer Wakefield | 


Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baury, Henry, Hampstead rd, St Pancras, Lronmonger 


May 19at2 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Brrase, Jony Henny, yl, Flints, Fishmonger May 18 
at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Crarke, Heraeert Wiittam, Horley, Oxon, Farm Bailiff 
May 16 at 12 1, St Aldates, Oxford 


Wands- | 


Pet | 


| WaALrox RTHUR, 
| "The Royal Hotel, Crewe 


Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Leapnerrer, Cuarces Samve., Strangeways, Manchester, 
Dentist May 18.at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Ler, Grorce Hamvsox, Leigh, Lancs, Farmer May 18 at 
2. 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Lonspatx, James, Leeds, Printer May 18 at11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Mastem, Witiiam, South Brewham, Somerset, Licensed 
Victualler May 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, Endless st, 
Salisbury 

Nacaticat, Jonaxn Gorrrrigp, and Leoxarp Tuoriey, 
Liverpool, Laundrymen May 18 at 3 Off Ree, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Raw ze, Cuartes Iveram, Exeter, Baker May 28 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 


| Rossatt, Wititam, Poulton le Fylde, Lancs, Farmer May 


Surcuires, Joun, and Wittiam Sowpen, Hebden Bridge, | l4, 
| Scarre, Joux, Northwich, 


1atil Off Rec 


st, Preston 

er May 18 at 345 The 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Tuomas, Arruve Samvur., Buckhurst Hill May 18 at 2.30 
95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Waxeer, Witutam, Holloway rd, Stationer May 18 at 22 
Bankr 7 


Kruptey bidgs. 


Carey st 
Eddisbury, Farmer May 16 at 4.15 
Worvsworts, Jox Harry, Hathersage, Derby, Wire 
Manufacturer May 19 at 2.30 Shefticla Law Society's 
Room, 45, Bank st, Sheffield 
Waiorey, Sam, Wakefield, Grocer May 18at3 Off Reo, 6, 
Bond terr, Wakefield 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bauwey, Hexay, Ht ‘ St Pancras, [rommonger 
Hi 4 i Ord May t 


| Boat, ALEXANDER, Tow Taw, Deen, Fruiterer New- 


| 


castle on Tyne Pet May 5 Ord May 5 
Burrrvos, Tuomas, Weston sv Mare, Furniture Dealer 
Bridgwater Pet May 6 May 6 
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Browyx, Epouunp Arcurpap, West 
hant High Court Pet May 6 Ord May 6 


Bucenatu, Epwarp, West Cliff, a ge pe Boarding | 


house Keeper Poole Pet April 25 Ord May 6 
Burrtoy, Tuomas, Stroud Green, ¢ Manufacturer High 
Pet Feb 21 Ord May 5 
Cuapmax, WatteERr, Bedlington, Northumberland, Builder 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March28 Ord May 6 
Coover, Cnartes Fitzroy, King William Ly 4 Stone Mer- 


chant igh Court Pet Feb5 Ord May 

Emmons, SamvuEt; Trebovir rd, Earl’s Court High Court 
Pet Jani14 Ord May 4 

Forp, Cuarves A, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet March 
4 May 4 


Foster, Erxest, Barton on Humber Gt Grimsby Pet May 
4 Ord May 4 


Gitu, Frevericx Henry, and Harry West, Southen’ on 
Sea, Contractors Chelmsford Pet April 6 Ord May 2 

Girp.estose, WiiiiAM Henry, Fernshaw rd, Fulham rd, 
Traveller High Court Vet 5 ae Ord May 6; 

Goopey, Maurice Mitts, Panfield x, Farmer Chelms- 
ford Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

Gairritn, Tuomas Owen, Lwcand, Cheshire, Shipbroker 

irke Pet May 4 Ord May 5 


Ham, Essex, Corn | 


| Hoists, Joseru, Ki 


Evans, Bex_L, Ebbw xe, Mon, Builder Tredegar Pet 
April 24 Ord May 

Fertone, Hersert | a Dien Cambs, Innkeeper 
Cambridge Pet 9 Ord M 

| Hatt, Ricnarp, Wolverhampton, Butcher Wolverhampton 
Pet May 8 *Ord May 8 

Haycock, ARTHUR Tom. Portsmouth, meee Victualler 
Portsmouth Pet May6 Ord May 

Hayter, Roserr Curves, Totton, Hants Butcher South- 
ampton Pet May 7 Ord May 

hep Hull Kingston upon Hull 

Pet May 7. Ord 


Homewoop; Freperic ” " pridewell pl, ory circus, Prin- 
ter 


| 
| 


High Court ~ Pet May9 Ord May 
me Arruur, Leeds, Grocer Leeis Pet May6é Ord 


JENIN; yy AMES, ae Cornwall, Stationer Truro Pet 
ay9 Ord 


JOUNSTON, FRomas, oenas, Draper High Court Pet April 
M1 Ord May 8 
Jones, Wittiam Henry, oe mr Warwick, Farmer 


Warwick. Pet May 8 Ord May 8 
| Las upAnD, Percy Joux, Maidstone, Dairyman Maidstone 
Pet May 9 Ord May 9 


Harumart, Srevart Girpckstonr, West Hampstead High | | LinstRap, GEorGE Aeeins, Horncastle _Lineoln Pet 
Court Pet Nov15 Ord May 6 | May 8 Ord May 8 
Harrripcr, Witusam, Sittingbourne, Kent, Baker | Matrwewaas, Josern Anrrep, =~ aaah Corn Dealer 
Rochester Pet April 20 Ord May 4 | Barnsley ‘Pet May 7 Ord Ma: : 
9 aaa Clothier Croydon - Ord | Nicaotson, Marrnew, Walker, orthumberland, Painter 


Haywarp, Howarp, 
April 28 Ord Ma 


Ler, Georce Hamp Sef 
Pet May 4 Ord May 


jis, Lancs, Farmer Bolton 


Lemmon, James Pair, Am Brompton, ee. Kent, | Nusx, 


Plumber Rochester - Pet May 6 Ord M 
Lister, Henry Beororp, Leeds, Milling Engineer 
Pet May 6 Ord May 6 


| 


Leeds | OwEN, 


Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 9 Ord May 9 
Nort, Samvet, Kidderminster, Rug? Manufacturer Kidder- 
minster - Pet May.8 Ord May 
Henry Cuarves, Chereyhinton, Cambs, Builder 
Cambridge Pet May9 Ord May 
Evan Jouy, Ebenezer, Carnarvon, 


Shopkeeper 
Bangor Pet May 8 Ord May 8 


Love, Watter, Chippenham, Wilts, Butcher Bath Pet | Par —_ Watrer, Long Eaton, Fitter Derby Pet May 8 


May4 Ord May 4 

Mitcnett, Axprew Davin, Derby, Builder 

Ord May 6 

Ozuonp, Grorce Maurice, High st, Borough, rT 
Victualler High Court Pet Jani2 Ord May 

Pituina, Joun Rovert, Arundel st, Strand High: Court | 
Pet Aug 13 Ord May 6 

Poorz, Arraur VALENTINE, Rirmpeiiiiaet: Baker Birming- | 
ham Pet April 29 ¢ Ord May 4 

Paircnarp, Owen Gwitym, Liscard, — Cont ‘actor 

Birkenhead Pet April 6 Ord May 4 

Rai Cuar.es Incram, Exeter, Baker Exeter Pet 

y 6 

Rossauw, ppesan, ev Ee le 4 ide, Lancs, Farmer Pres- 
ton Pet May5 Ord May5 

Smirn, Frank Cnaries, Lincoln, Baker Lincoln Pet 
May 4 Ord May 4 

Sura, Watter Epwix. Summertown, Oxford, Baker 

xford Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Trvexe, A.nert Epwarp, Battersea, Carman Wanis- 
worth Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

hoe |) toate Leeds, Merchant Leeds Pet Feb 18 

High Court 


Westiake, Cartes ALExANper, Southsea, Hants, 
Licensed Victualler Portsmouth Pet April 23 Ord 


May 2 
Wriciey, Sam, Northgate, Wakeficld, Grocer Wakefield 
Pet May 4 Ord May 


Yxomans, Arruvur aioe, Huntingdon, House Furnisher 
‘borough Pet Feb7 Ord fay 5 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


WALKER, . Holloway rd, Stationer 
May 5 


Hicks, Soe Cuiremest, Fernleigh, Waterlooville, Hants, | 


Superintendent of Police Portsmouth Adjud 
April 25, 1898 -Annul April 27, “1903 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
A.person, Bexsawix, Halifax, a Machine 


Halifax Pet May6 Ond May 
Arkin, Tuomas, York, Bricklayer York Pet May 6 


Tenter 
( red | 


y 

Bennett, Jaues Huperr Gowen, Earl’s Croome, Worcester, 
Farmer Worcester Pet May8 Ord May 8 

meer ST ag Bradford, Butcher Bradford Pet May 7 


7 
Boorn, mi, Enos. Netherfield, — Fancy Draper Notting- 
Pet May2 Ord Ma 
sicame Geonrag, and James vena, Leeds, Toy Dealers 
Leeds Pet April1é6 Ord May 
Burcuen., WiLLiAM SaMven Stretford, Boot Dealer High 
Court’ Pet May8 Ord May 8 
vas joann ND, Rochdale, ‘Butcher Rochdale Pet | 


rat Ord May 8 

CuarK, yi Meopham, Kent, Bailder Rochester Pet 
May Ord May 11 

Cvogaa, Hrs, Walsall, Confectioner Walsall Pet May 5 


Crawrorta, Joux Evwanp, Sproatley in ey ae 
Auctioneer Kingston upon Hull Pet May 7 Ord 
7 


y 
DvskeR.ry, Tuomas Red yg ef Macclesfield, Silk P aaa 


‘April 30 Ord May 5 





May 8 


Derby Pet | Putts, James, Abergoed, Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet 


May 8 Ord May 8 

Repose, Frank Epcar, mn Builder’s Clerk Cam- 
bridge Pet May 7 "Ord May 

Russett, AL¥rED CowLry, Wateall, Brown Saddle Manu- 
facturer _Waleall Pet April 23 Ord May 7 

| Scuorre.p, Josuvua, Markington, nr — Farmer 
Northallerton Pet A 

| Scuotes & JENNINGS, nchester, Fish ‘Dealers Man- 
chester Pet Apri) 20 Ord May 8 

Se.ty, Hubert, Woodbury Setiovten, Devon, Cattle Dealer 
Exeter Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Suarman, Wit.iam, Brackley, Northampton, mee ca 
Victualler Banbury Pet Kpril 28 Ord Ma 

= HARD, Bolton, ate. Bolton Pet May 9 Ord 

ay 9 

| Staventer, MATTHEW, Newcastle upon Foe Grocer New- 
castle upon Tyne Pet Mays Ord May8 

Stizityes, Evert, Fulham, Accountant High Court Pet 
April 16 Ord’ May 7 

Tuamervs, Frepericx, East Ham, Essex, Basket Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet May 7 Ord May 7 

Tuompsox, Avert Ricuarp,Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth 


Pet May7 Ord May7 

WALKER, Peonas Freperick, Leeds, Pawnbroker Leeds 
Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

Wicox, Artuvr, Eccleston, ir Lodge Keeper 


Chester Pet Ma y7 Ord Ma 
Amended notice substituted med on pean in the 
London Gazette of March 27 : 
Simrson, THEornitus, New ae gate, Clerk High Court 
Pet March 2 Ord March 19 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Axversoy, Beys amin, Halifax, Card Machine Tenter 


May 
20 at 3 Of Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax : 


| Anprews, Franxk ReoinaLp, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor 


May 21 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Artxix, Tuomas, York, Bricklayer May 20 at 12.15 Off 
Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Baker, Reveen, Aston, Birmingham, Commercial Traveller 
May 22 at 1 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

| Be NNETT, JAMES Husert Gower, EarlsCroome, Worcester, 
Farmer May 22 at 11.30 45, Copenhagen st, 
Worcester 

Berwick, Jony, Bradford, Butcher May 21 at3 Off Rec, 
29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Boat, "ALEXANDER, Tow Law, Durham, Fruiterer May 20 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Britton, THomas, Weston super Mare, Furniture Dealer 
May 20 at 11.15 The Railway Hotel, Weston super 

are 

Brows, Epmunp Arcuipatp, West Ham, Corn Merchant 
May 21 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Brown, Georczt Tuomas, Gt Yarmouth, Coffee House Pro- 
prietor June 9 at 10.30 Mr Lovewell Blake's Oftice, 
South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 

Bucaan, GzorGe, and Jamxes Bucuay, Leeds, Toy Dealers 
May 21 at 3 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Burcseci, WILt1AM SAMUEL, Cieathoes, Boot Dealer May 
22 at 1 Bankruptey bldgs, Care 

Bycort, Rosert, East Halton, Lizcoln, Farmer May 20 
at 11. 30 «Off "Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 





Daviv Pur, Llandilo, Carmarthen, 


Assistant 
23 at 12 Off Rec, 


Queen st, 


Davies, 
Schoolmaster May 
Carmarthen 

DunKerugy, Tuomas Preston, Macclesfield, Silk I tara 
turer May 22 at 11 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, 
Maccleafield 

Foster, Eryest, Barton on Humber, Painter May 20 at 1 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

GiLEs, Bexsamin, Rumney, Mon May 20at 11 Off Ree, 
Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Gitt, Freperick Henry, and Harry W Est, Southend on 
Bea, Contractors May 20 at 12.30 The Institute, 
Clarence rd, Southend on Sea 

GREENWOOD, JAMES, Kinver, nr Stourbridge, Staffs, Carpet 
Designer May 20 at 12 Off Rec, 199, W olverhampton 
st, Dudley 

Grirrirns, Wi tia, Swansea,*Draper’s Assistant May 29 
at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Haien, Tuomas, Hoyland Common, nr Barnsley, Confec. 
tioner May 20 at 10.15 Off Rec, 7, Regent s, 

rasley 

Hancock, Arruur Tom, Portsmouth, 
Victualler May 20at3 Off Rec, 

h st, Portsmouth 

Hiy TER, Rosert CuHAr.es, Totton, Hants, Butcher May 
25at3 Off Rec, 172, High st Southampton 

Henpersoy, Ronerr, Redcar. Yorks, Fruit Merchant 
May 22at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Hopson, Antuvr, Leeds, Grocer May 20 at 11.30 Off Ree, 
22, Park row, Lees 

Jenkins, Lewis, Treharris, Glam, 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Lemmon, JAMES Puitir, New Brompton, Gillingham, Kent, 
Plumber May 25 at 12.15 115, High st, Rochester 


Licensed Victualler 
Cambridge junction, 


Collier May 20 at 12 


LinsteAD, GrorGe AL¥rrep, Horncastle, Lincs May Bat 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Love, Watter, Chippenham, Wilts, Butcher May 2 at 


11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


MannincG, Henry Lewis, Ryhope, Durham, Engineer 
Lieutenant May 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, 
Sunderland 


Mason, Josern, Tunstall, Tailor and Clothier 
11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Mixes, Gipron James, Bristol, Refreshment house Keeper 
May 20at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Mowseay, Exizasern, Boston, Lincs, Butcher May 21 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

Parker, WAtreER, Long Eaton, Derby, Fitter 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Peake, Evizazetn, Nottingham, Boot Dealer May 20 at 
12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Poore, Arruur VALENTINE, Birmingham, Baker May 2 
at 1l 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

SAUNDERS, Puiu, Merthyr Tydfil, aoe May 21 at 
12 135, High ‘st Merthyr Tydfil 

SELLEy, Hosenrt, oodbury Salterton, Devon, Cattle 
ee May 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, 

xeter 


May 21 at 


May 20 at3 


SLADpEN, WitLiAm Freverick, Tunbridge Wells, Dealer 
in Fancy Goc May 25 at 12.30 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge. 


Smiru, ELLEN, Wallescote, Worcester, Innkeeper May 2 
at ll Off Ree, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Smirn, Frank CHARLES, Lincoln, Baker May 28 at 12 Off 
Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

STIELTJES, Evert, Fulham, Accountant May 20 at 22 
Bankruptcv bidgs; Carey st 

TuHAmervs, Freperick, East Ham, ae Manufacturer 
May 20 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Wacker, Tuomas Freperick, Le s, Pawnbroker May 20 
atl1l Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Weston, Atrrep, Macclesfield, Wood Carver May 22 at 


12.30 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclestield 
Wi.son, Emma Lov 18A, Birmingham, Grocer May 20 at 12 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Wie, "Tuomas, Sheffield, Wood Turner May 21 at 11.00 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ALDEKsoy, BenJamin, 


Halifax, Get Machine 
Halifax Pet May 6 Ord May 
ATKIN, Seema, York, Bricklayer York Pet May 6 Oni 


Tenter 


Baker, ie BEW, Aston, Birmingham, Commercial Traveller 
Birmingham Pet April 27 Ord May8 

Benyert, James Husert Gower, Earl’s Croome, Nabe. 
Farmer Worcester Pet May 8 Ord May 

Berwick, Joan, aa. Bradford, Butcher Bradford 
Pet May 7 Ord May 

Brew, JAMES Freperick ite TtTON, Bayswater High Court 
Pet Jan6 Ord Ma: 

Cuapwick, Epavunp, “Rochdale, Butcher Rochdale Pet 
May 8 Ord May 8 

CLARK, ene Pen Kent, Builder Rochester Pet 
May 11 Ord May 11 

cian Hesert Witiiam, Horley, Oxon, Farm Bailiff 
Banbury Pet April 30 Ord May 7 

CrawrortTH, Joun Epwarp, Sproatley in Holderness, Yorks, 
Auctioneer, Kingston upon Hull Pei May 7 Pet 

7 


y 
Duykertey, Tuomas Preston, Macclesfield, Silk Manufac- 
turer Macclesfield Pet April 30 Ord May 5 








LEAS HOTEL, FOLKESTONE 


Re-opens 28th inst. under new control. 
Renowated and Remodelled by WARINGS. 
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foswoxe, Hensert Joux, Duxford, Cambs, Innkeeper 

Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Hatt, RioHARD, Wolverbampton, Butcher Wolverhamp- 
ton Pet May8 Ord Ma 

Hancox, Anraur Tom, Potanouth, Licensed Victualler 
Portsmouth Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Haapy, Ba, ns anes Ona Ma Velvet Manufacturer Man- 

et J 

Havren, RoserT_ CHARLES, MTotton, Hants, Butcher 
Southampton Pet May 7 it 

Howes, Joseru, Kingston upon Hull Leite upon Hull 
Pet May7 Ord May7 

Houswoop, ay me Bridewell pl, Ludgate circus, 
Printer High Court Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Hupsox, Anruur, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet May6 Ord 
May 6 

Jonny, Jars, Red Redruth, Cornwall, Stationer Truro Pet 

9 

eg MWruscax "ives, Bubbenhall, Warwick, Farmer 
Warwick Pet May8 Ord May8 

Lawpanp, Percy Joun, ee, Dairyman Maidstone 
Pet May 9 Ord May 

LanerEAD, 7 , +R Horncastle, Lines Lincoln 
Pet May 8 Ord May 8 

ens, JoserH ALFRED, ay, Corn Dealer 
Barnsley Pet May7 Ord May7 

Mowsray, Evizasetu, Boston, Lincs, Butcher Boston 
Pet April 22 Ord May 7 

Norr, SaMUEL, Kidderminster, Bug. Manufacturer Kidder- 
minster Pet May8 Ord May 

Nows, Henry Cuarres, Ch y inton, Cambs, Builder 
Cambridge ig = y9 ein mies 

Owss, Evan Jouy, Ebenezer, =parvon, pkeeper 

Pet May 8 Ord May 


Parker, WALTER, Eaton, Day, Fitter Derby and 
an Pet May8 Ord Ma 
AMES, 


oy Ord Mars ; Mon, Grocer Tredegar 
ys 


Boon, ~- ANK Bean, Dambeiige, Builder’s Clerk Cam- 
et May7 Ord May 7 
Sau, ian oe tee yd Saltert»n, Devon Cattle Dealer 
May9 Ord May 9 
Simpson, ng een New a gate, Clerk High Court 
Pet March 2 Ord A; 


Panag MartrHew, —— on lr Grocer New- 
castleon Tyne Pet May8 Ord May 
Taiwervs, Freperick, East a! Basket Manufacturer 
Court Pet May7 Ord Ma 
Taompsox, ALBERT peenase. Gt Wiasnieth Gt Yarmouth 
Pet May 7 Ord May 
Waker, Toomas Al Leeds, Pawnbroker Leeds 
Pet May 6 Ord May 6 
Ware, CresswE Tisceesscer, Templecombe, nr Win- 
canton, Somerset, Medical Practitioner Yeovil Pet 


Chester, 
Ord May 7 
Mor? Beds, 


Wucox, Arruvr, Lodge Keeper 
Chester Pet May 7 7 

Wuiauson, Bensamin, Ri Male Nurse 
Bedford Pet A) 9 O 

Wine, Tuomas, effield, Wood? Turner Sheffield Pet 

April May 9 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Sonicrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(Estasiisnepv 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


ENERAL 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 
No. 26 PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 

(Removep rrou 5 WHITEHALL.) 
Established 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 

Share and Debenture Capital 

Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual me or he Geferred 
Policies Purchased. 








£619,870. 





ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, cies 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PARLIAMENTARY Brits, Mixutes or Evipence, Books or 
Rererence, STATEMENTS OF Cram, Answers, &o., &c. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS, 
faa all General aud Commercial Work. 


Every description of Printing 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER. 


WAWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDUN, B.C. 


REVERSIONARY AND. 








e (Vol. 47.1 525, 
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MERRYWEATH ERS’ 
WATER SUPPLY 


SYSTEM OF 








Cn. Frome axp Barrizio Pume 


Reports Prepared, 


FIRE PROTECTION 


to ESTATES, &c. 





Water Found, 
Pumps Fixed. 


Write for Pamphlet. 








On up-to-date Principles. 





ELECTRIC LIGHTING on Merryweathers’ Safe System. 


MERRYWEATHERS, 
63, LONG ACRE, LONDON, W.C. 











RIENT-PACIFIC LINE PLEASURE 
2 Gomahipe 
6,814 ae oedieea pom en gy 10,000 horse power, 


“ OPHIR,” : 
3,918 tons register, 4,000 horse power, 
From 


“CUZCO,” 


To the FIORDS OF NORWAY, NORTH CAPE, and 
SPITZBERGEN 


yy y te &e.), 
h July to 12th Au 


To COPENHAGEN, BALTIC CANAL, ‘eo , 


yy 


Sist J Regent. 
F. GREEN & CO.; jase ANDERSON, & CO. 


For P; 
avenue. 
16, 


Office: FENCHURCH, AVENUE. 
appl to the latter Firm, at 5, Fenchurch- 
on, Satan Some Sage Sas See Office, 





Return Fares, eealnble on om, 
5s. Second 


SATURDAY; 30th inst. 


[es NEW PALACE STEAMERS (Litd.). 


Sailings on and after 30th inst. 
OLD SWAN PIER, London Bridge. 


ROYAL tis y= N, 


Y (Fridays » ~ gol at 9.20 a.m., 
MARGATE ot RAMSGATE. 


mee 


and 3ist May, at ang and 2nd June, 
‘or SOUTHEND A~ MARG 


ATE. 
Special a, Fenchureh-street Station, oye ~ puma 


ov aps 6s. 
on , 6s. 
St. Pancras 6d. extra. 


Honex, 


First Saloon ; 5s. Saloon ; 


T. E. Barlow, Director and 
50, King William-street, E 


N.B.—LA MARGUERITE 0 on and after JUNE 27. 





BENJAMIN GRAD, 
TRANSLATOR, 


49, Moorgate Street, London, E.C. 


TELEPHOME 6O1f CENTRAL. 
=e LANGUAGES. 


GAL TRA NSLATIONS. 
LE@al RUSSIAN TYPE WRITING. 








SUN 


INSURANCE _ ere. 


LAW COURTS | BRANCH: 
4, CHANCERY LANB, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


OYAL MILITARY TOURNAMENT 
(MAY 15rx ro 30rn), 
AGRICULTURAL HALL, ISLINGTON, N. 
(Profits to go to Mititary and Naval Charities.) 


CHIEF EVENTS, 
GRAND. PAGEANT—DELHI DURBAR. 


MUSICAL DRIVE by “X” BATTERY ROYAL HORSE 
ARTILLERY. 


DISPLAY. by R.M. DEPOT GYMNASTIC STAFF. 
MUSICAL DOUBLE RIDE. 
CAVALRY DISPLAY. NAVAL DISPLAY. 
INDIAN PEGGING. 
WAGON DISPLAY by ARMY SERVICE CORPS. ° 
BAREBACK RIDING by CAVALRY DEPOT, 
C. URY. 


RIDING AND JUMPING. 

TENT PEGGING. LEMON CUTTING. 

HEADS AND POSTS. 

GRAND FINAL DISPLAY. 
ist Week—BAND OF THE 2xv LIFE GUARDS. 
2nd Week—BAND OF THE 5rn R.I. LANCERS. 
&e., &e., &e. 
Prices—4s. to 10s. 6... Boeniog oo Reserved. 
>» —6s. to 10s, 6d. so 


Tickets can be obtained at all Librazies ; a fo ele 
Agricultural Hall. 


2, Great Scotland-yard and 





EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 

INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 

10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 18%. CAPITAL (PALD-OP), 


BEVERSIONS AND LIFE Taree - 


‘In Landed or Fanced 


£500,000. 


y or other Securities 
Annuities PURCH , or LOANS Granted 


Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. eae} Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries. 





which include 
£100: Le ne wey 


haif-e-gulnes. 








FURDS IN BanD - - £2,278,640. 


(9th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C, 
Assets » «+ «= 155,000. 


WALDEM Al LAWRENCE, Bart., J.P 
Gm ENR ec acunt buildings, ‘Teeaple, ‘B.C. Woe 





Prompt _and | 
Freehol 





; 12 years, 18s. 4d. 
years, 12s. 11d. Burvey Fee 


Prospectus freeof FREDERICK LONG, 
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Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


For Terms, &c., a ly to 
et . D. HOGG, M.R.C.S., &c., 
Medical Sw 





INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., 

M.D. (Camb.). Principal : . > RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 

of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 

Medical Relenen "For terms and particulars 


Stud; 
iy RILEY, or the Principal. 
LEGRAPHIC ADDRESS :-“* MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 
Lieensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 


‘For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriety 
and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, 5 pares, and 
sécluded of the country, 14 hours from Live l-street, 
about. feet above sea-level; 10} acres of grounds. 
oe by hot-water —_— — ane 

ent. and recreation. érkstiops, Poultry 
Farm, om > ha T Go 


if, Library, Music, 
, Dark Room for Pho! phy, &c. Patients may 
enter under the Acts vd seas} Terms: 1}-3 Guineas. 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, rsh _—Apply to 
‘ResweEst eared SureRixzESpDENT or SECRETARY. 


CURE OF INTEMPERANCE. 














Modified restraint. Course covers six weeks. Charm- 
ing and spacious grounds. Ideal establishment. Short 
Term Treatment. 


P Fees—3 to 6 Guineas per week. 
Fall particulars on application to the Secretary, or to 
C. A. McBRIDE, M.D. (Med. Supt.), 


Nogwoop Saxatorivum, Upper Norwoop, 8.E. 














ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 
Of on theminimum monthly balances, oO 
CO When not drawn below £100. rs) 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
at yA on Deposits, repayable on demand. a} 1 
° 


STOCES AND SHARES. 


Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 

The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
"©, A. RAVENSCROFT, Managing Director 

Telephone No. 5 Housorx. 

Telegraphic Address: “ Biexerck, Loxpox.” 


PHGENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 
ESTABLISHED 1782. 
49, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
_Asured free of all Liability. 
Electrie Lighting Bules supplied. 





"Electrie li ht throughout. * 








FOR (IRON) 


NCI 


NG, 


HURD 


ROLES 








WRITE TO 
~ THE 
MFRS. 














“ILLUSTRATED —— 





game CATA ATALOGU es Free. 
OQUES TRE. 











Telephone; 602 Holbora. 
EDE, SON, AND RAVENSCROFT, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
COURT 
TAILORS. 


ROBE 
MAKERS, 





BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 


Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Peace, and Coroners. 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. | 


~ Sah. aeacess 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Suare Certiricates, Depextures, &c., engraved and 
printed. Orriciat Sza.s designed and execute 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 





NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE 5s. 
A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts. 
By Fraxcis J. Green,of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 


= PANE OF 


| 
“THE “ ROYAL COURTS” BRIEF CARRIER, 
Price 18/6. 


Nut Brown, Beg. pte en anes at gusseted pockets, 
6gin. by 7 





I Uustrated Catalogue ‘Post Free. 
191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.. 
BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 














in Flasks, price 2/6. 











SOLD EVERYWHERE. 














BRAND & CO., Limited, MAYFAIR, W: 
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EPROBAT BATE VALUATIONS | 





The Members of the LEGA 
are respectially requested to 


mend our Firm fo 
requiring V-luationa. 


—e 
Tessiters 


4gece 





: dt 


Caan ore @ _ 


LONDON, WwW. 
ESTABLISHED 1772. 








PINK & SONY 


SS SO 
t & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18, PICCADILLY, 
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